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sENATE. 
FRIDAY, March 15, 19Je. 

The Senate met at 2 o'clock p. m. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. IDysses G. B. Pierce, D. D. 
The Secretary p1·oceeded to read the Journal of yesterday's 

proc.eedings when, on request of Mr. l\lcCuMBER and by unani
mous consent. the further reacting was dispensed with and the 
Joill'nal was approved. 

USE OF AUTOMOBILES IN NATIONAL PARKS ( S. DOC. NO. 43S). 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Sena.te a communica
tion from the Secretary of t:Ile Interior, transmitting, in response 
to a resolution of the 9th instant, ce!'tain information relative 
to automobiles and motor cycles admitted to the Mt. Ranier 
National Park, Wash.; the General Grant National Park, Cal.; 
and the Crater Lake National Park, Oreg., under regulations 
enforced during the season of 1911, etc., which, with the accom
panying paper, was referred to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordeied to be printed. 

INQUIBY CONCERN1NG .APACHE INDIANS ( S. DOC. NO. 432). 

The VICE PRE~IDENT laid before the Senate a commnnica.
tion from the Secretary of War, transmitting, in response to a 
resolution of the 26th ultimo, certain information as to the 
number ot Apache Indians now held as prisoners of war at the 
Fort Sill (Okla.) Resenation, etc., whieh, with the accompany
ing paper, was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs and 
ordered to be printed. 

THE METAL SCHEDULE (B. DOC. NO. 434) • . 

The YICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica
tion from the Secretary of the Treasury, stating, in response to . 
a re£olution of the 12th instant, that the information elative to 
the wholesale market price in England, France, and Belgium 
of the various items and commodities named in the several 
paragraphs of Sehedule 0 of the tariff act of 1009 will be trans
mitted to the Senate when obtained from the appraising officers 
at New York, which was referred to the Committee on Finance 
and ordered to be printed. 

I 

MESSAGE FROM THE ROUSE. 

A message from the House- of Representatives, by D. K. 
Hempstead, its enrolling cler~ announced that the House had 
passed a bill (H. R. '18960) making appropriations for the De
partment of .Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1913, 
in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

PETITIONS AND MEA:fOBIALS. 

The VICE PRESIDENT presented petitions of the congrega
tion of the Baptist Church of Amboy, IIL, and of the Woman's 
Christian Temperance Unions of Sharon, Pa.., Detroit, III., and 
Springfield, Mass., praying for the adoption of an amendment to 
the Constitution to prohibit the manufacture, sale, and im
portation of intoxicating liquors, which were referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a petition of the American Federation of 
Labor, praying that the citizens of Porto Rico may become citi
zens of the United States, which was i·eferred to the Committee 
on Pacific Islands and Porto Rico. 

Mr. JONES. I have received a telegram from the Public 
Service Commission of the State of Washington. I ask that it 
may be read into the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the telegram was read and referred 
to the Committee on Interstate Commerce, as follows:. 

[Telegram.] 
SEA.TTL&, WASH., March 13, 19B. 

Hon. W. L. Jo:ras, 
' United, Statea Se11Bter Washington, D. 0.: 

The Public Service Commission of the State of Washington is unaltex
ably oppo. ed to the operation through the Panama Canal of any steam
ship line owned, operated, or controlled directly or indirectly by a rail
road engaged in inter tate commerce. We trust every effort will be used 
w prevent it. If permitted, the eanal will be useless m· connection with 
transcontinental rates, and will in novvis.e benefit interstate commerce 
between States bordering on United States littoraL 

GEORGE A. LEE, Ohairman. 
JESSE S. JOHNS. ' 
H.Aain E. WrLSON. 

Mr. GALLINGER presented a petition of the Society of Chris· 
tian Endeavor of the Union. Congregational Church, of Peter
boro, N. H., praj'ing for the enactment of an interstate liquor 
law to prevent the- nullliication of State liquor laws by outside 
dealers, which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a petition of the Public School and Home 
Association of Chevy Chase, Md., praying for the enactment of 
legislation to better regulate the traffic in intoxicating liquors 
in the District of Columbia, which was referred to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. I 'present a resolution of the Legislature 
of Michigan, which I desire to have read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. .& memorial of a legislature is 
printed in the RECOlID as a matter of right. Without objection, 
the Secretary will read the memorial. 

The memorial was read, and referred to the Committee on 
Forest Reservations and the Protection of Ga.me, as follows: 

Senate resolution 18. 
Whereas three bills (H. R. 36, H. R. 4428, and S. 2367) to afford Fed

eral protection to migratory game birds have been introduced in 
Congress ; and 

Whereas it is believed there is a general sentiment in this State in favor 
of such protection ; Now therefore be it 
Resolved by the senate (the lwuse of 1·epresentatives concurring) 

That Congress be. and hereby is, requested to enact a luw giving ample 
protection to migratory game birds. · 

Resolved further, That the secretary of state be, nnd hereby is di
rected to transmit copies of this resolution to the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States. 

Mr. CULLOM presented a petition of the Tri-City Trades 
Council, illinois, praying for the enactment of legislation to pro
vide for an investigation into the causes or unemployment in the 
States of Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, 1\fichigan, Wisconsin, Iowa, and 
Missouri, which was referred to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

He also presented a petition of Local Grange No. 1757. Patrons 
of Husbandry, of Farmdale, Ill., praying for the establishment 
of a parcel-post system, which was referred to the Committee 
on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Detroit anq 
of the congregations of the Methodist Episcopal Churches of the 
Hillsdale circuit, in the State- of Illinois, praying for the enact
ment of an interstate liquor law to prevent the nullification of 
State liquor laws by outside dealers, which were referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

l\fr WETMORE presented a petition of members of the 
Thimble Club of Providence, R. I., praying that an appropria
tion of $250,000 be made to enable the Depai'tment of Justice 
to carry out the provisions of the so-called white slave act. 
which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

· Mr. OLIVEil presented petitions of Washington Camps, No. 
208, of Hazleton; No. 171, of Carlisle; No. f.27, of Salina; .: To. 
739, of Mount Pleasant; No. 784, of Flourtown; No. 114, of 
Norristown; No. 560, of Reading; No. 185, of Saxton; No. D9, 
of Wernersville; No. 1, of Philadelphia; No. 15, of Philadelphia; 
No. 521, of Salona; No. 472, of Loganville; No. 788, of Upland; 
No. 359, of PhiJadelphia; No. 112, of Shenandoah; No. 98, of 
Beavertown; No. 333.., of Scranton; No. 533, o.f Philadelphia; 
No. 272, of Sayre; and No. 332, of Fontain Hn.11, all of the 
Patriotic Order Sons of America, in the State of Pennsylvania, 
praying for the enactment of legislation to further restrict im
migration, which were referred to the Committee on Immigra
tion. 

Ur. NELSON presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Sprucedell, Minn., praying for the estnblishment of u parc<::l
post system, which was referred to the Committee on Post 
Offices and Post Roads. 

Ile also presented a petition of sundry citizens of North Man
kato, l\linn., praying for the enactment of :m interstate liquor 
lU\Y to prevent the nullification of State liquor laws by outside 
dealers, which was l"eferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a memorial of the Minnesota Retail Hn.rd
wai·e Association and a memorial of sundry citizens of Granite 
Falls, l\linn., remonstrating against .the extension of. the parcel
post system beyond its present limitations, which were referred 
to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

He also presented a petition of Charles A. Van Duzee Camp, 
No. 3, Department of Minnesotn, United Spanish W:u Veterans, 
of Fergus Falls, .Minn., praying for the enactment of leg.isJu. 
tion to pension the widow and minor children of any officer o:r 
enlisted man who served in the W_nr with Spain or the Philippine 
insurrection, which was referred to the Committee on Pensions-. 

He also presented a memorial of the board of manager of 
the Farmers• Cooperative Creamery1 of Milaca, Minn., remorv 
strating against the repeal of the oleomaraarine law, which 
was referred to the Committee on Agricultme and Forestry. 

He also presented a peti1;ion of members of the Live Stock 
Exchange, of South St. Paul, Minn., pra·ying for the adoption of 
certain amendments to the oleomargarine law, which was re
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of St. Paul, 
Minn., remonstrating against the ratification of the proposed 
treaties of arbitration between the United States, Great Britain, 
and France, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a memorial of the Stockholm Cooperative 
Creamery .Association; of Cokato, Minn., and a memorial of 

• 
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sundry citizens of Milaca, Minn., remonstrating against the 
repeal of the oleomargarine law, which were referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. CUMMINS presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
Mitchell, Iowa, remonstrating against the enactment of leg~s
lation authorizing the coloring of oleomargarine in imitation 
of butter, which was referred to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

l\Ir. CULBERSON presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
McGregor, Tex., remonstrating against the establishment of a 
parcel-post system, which was referred to the Committee ou 
Post Offices and Post Roads. 

Mr. FLETCHER presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
Taylorville, Fla., remonstrating against the extension of the 
parcel-post system beyond its present limitations, which was 
referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

He also presented a petition of the Riverside Woman's Chris
tian Temperance Union, of Jacksonville, Fla., praying for the 
enactment of an interstate liquor law to prevent the nullifica
tion of State liquor laws by outside dealers, which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. ' 

He also presented a petition of the Chamber -of Commerce of 
Beardstown, Ill., praying for the enactment of legislation to 
regulate the flow of water from Lake Michigan into the Illinois 
River, which was referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. I present a concurrent reso
lution adopted by the General Assembly of the State of South 
Carolina, which I ask may be printed in the RECORD and re
ferred to the Committee on the Library. 

The concurrent resolution was referred to the Committee on 
the Library and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

A concurrent resolution. 
Whereas bills are now pending in both Houses of our National Congress 

looking to the erection of monuments at the National· Capital in 
commemoration of the signers of the Declaration of Independence 
and of the heroes of the American Revolution ; and 

Whereas South Carolina, by eminent representatives, took an active 
part in the adoption of the Declaration of Independence ; and 

Whereas more than a hundred battles were fought upon her soil in the 
historic struggle to establish the same, her people would have a 
share and interest in both of said monuments : Therefore be it 
R r:soZved by the house of t·epresentatives (the senate concurring) : 
First. That this general assembly indorse and approve the proposed 

bills to erect· a monument to the signers of the Declaration of Inde
pendence and a monument to the heroes of the American Revolution 
at the National Capital, and express the hope that the Representatives 
from this State in both Houses of Congress will support said proposition. 

Second. That copies of this resolution, signed by the clerks of the 
house and senate, be mailed l;>y them to the United States Senators 
and Members of the Ilouse of Representatives from thjg State in 
Congress. 

IN THE HOUSE, 
Oolumbia, S. 0., February 2, 1912. 

The house agrees to the resolution and orders that it be sent to the 
senate for concurrence. 

By order of the house. 
JAS. A. HOYT, 

Olerk of the House. 

IN THE SENATE, 
Oolumbia, S. 0., February 2, 1912. 

The senate agrees to the resolution and orders that it be returned 
to the house with concurrence. 

By order of the senate. 
M. M. ?!!ANN, 

Clerk of the Senate. 

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina presented petitions of sundry 
citizens of Elliott, Manning, Brookland, and New Brookland, all 
in the State of South Carolina, praying for the enactment of an 
interstate liquor law to prevent the nullification of State liquor 
laws by outside dealers, which were referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. · 

He also presented a petition of the Central Labor Union of 
Charleston, S. C., praying for the enactmept of legislation pro
viding for the construction of one of the proposed new battle
ships in the Brooklyn Navy Yard, which was referred to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. · 

Mr. BOURNE presented a petition of sundry citizens of North 
Bend, Oreg., praying for the enactment of an interstate liquor 
law to prevent the nullification. of State liquor laws by outside 
dealers, which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. BRISTOW presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
Enterprise, Kans., remonstrating against the establishment of a 
parcel-post system, which was referred to the Committee on 
Post Offices and Post Roads. 

He also presented petitions of the congregations of the Metho
dist Episcopal Church and the Evangelical Church of Halstead, 
Kans., nraying for the enactment of an interstate liquor law to 
prevent the nullification of State liquor laws by outside dealers 
which were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. ' 

Mr. CRANE. I present a resolution adopted by the House of 
Representatives of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, which 

I ask may be printed in the RECORD and referred to the Com
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

The resolution was referred to the Committee on Naval Af
fairs and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
House of Representatives, March 8, 1912. 

Whereas 1t is proposed to remove or abolish the United States navy 
yard in the Charlestown district of the city of Boston; and _ 

Whereas in the opinion of the House of Representatives of the Com
monwealth of Massachusetts such a step would be detrimental to 
the interests of Charlestown, of the port of Boston, and of the entire 
Commonwealth : Therefore be it 
Ordered, That the Senators ·and Representatives in Congress from 

this Commonwealth be requested to use their best endeavors to prevent 
such removal or abolishment; and be it further 

Ordered, That a copy of this order be sent by the clerk of the house 
of representatives to the Senators and Representatives in Congress from 
this Commonwealth. · 

A trnc copy. 
Attest; 

JAMES w. KIMBALL, Olerk. 

JAMES W. KIMBALL, 
Olerk of the House of Representatives. 

Mr. McLEAN presented petitions of the Woman's Christian 
Temperance Unions of Meriden and Stamford, and of Concord 
Division, No. 2, Sons of Temperance, of Norwalk, all in the 
State of Connecticut, praying for the enactment of an interstate 
liquor law to prevent the nullification of State liquor laws by 
outside -dealers, which were referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. · 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Bridgeport, 
Conn., praying for the passage of the so-called eight-hour bill, 
which was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

• Mr. BRADLEY presented a petition of sundry ex-slaves and 
their children, residents of Darbun, Miss., praying that an 
appropriation of $250,000 be made for the purpose of an exposi
tion celebrating the fiftieth anniversary of the Emancipation 
Proclamation, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented the petition of Amos L. Griffith, a veteran 
of the Civil War, praying that he be granted an increase of 
pension, which was referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND, from the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds, to which was referred the bill (S. 4310) to pro
vide for the erection of a public building at North Topeka, 
Kans., reported it with an amendment and submitted a report 
(No. 483) thereon. · 

Mr. OWEN, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to which 
was referred the bill ( S. 5728) conferring jurisdiction on the 
Court of Claims to hear, determine, and render judgment in 
claims of the Osage Nation of Indians against the United 
States, reported it with amendments and submitted a report 
(No. 484) thereon. 

A. G. STRAIN. 

l\Ir. WORKS. I report back favorably from the Committee 
on Public Lands with :unendments the bill (S. 2427) for the 
relief of the legal hefrs of A. G. Strain, and I submit a report 
(No. 485) thereon. I ask for the present consideration of the 
bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be read for the infor
mation of the Senate. 

The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the 
Senate, as in Committee of the -Whole, proceeded to its con-
sideration. · 

The amendments were, on page 1, line 4, before the word 
"to" where it occurs the second time, to strike out "reconvey" 
and insert " relinquish," and in line 10, before the word " merid
ian," to strike out the words " Santa Barbara " and insert 
" San Bernardino," so as to make the bill read: · 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Commissioner of the General Land Office 
be, and he is hereby, authorized to relinquish to the legal heirs of A. G. 
Strain, by proper deed of conveyance, all title which the said A. G. 
Strain had vested in the United States Government to the following
described lands: North half northeast quarter and north half northwest 
quarter, section 22, township 4 north, range 15 west, San BerniJ.rdino 
meridian, in the county of Los Angeles, State of California: Provided, 
That the said heirs of A. G. Strain make satisfactory proof of such 
conveyance to the United States of said land by the submission of an 
abstract of title, together with the deed of conveyance to the United 
States of the same, which said deed and abstract or abstracts shall be 
retained in the files of the General Land Office. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 

amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 

the third time, and passed. 
LAND AT POND CREEK, OKLA. 

Mr. SMOOT. From the Committee on Public Lands I report 
back favorably, without amendment, the bill (H. R. 17119") 
granting the courthouse reserve at Pond Creek, Okla., to the 
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city of -P-0nd -Creek for school and mnnlcipa1 ;purposes, .and I · 11uthori.zed to approve i:he assessments upon all other restricted 
submit a report (No. 486) thereon. . allotments located within nny woposed draina~e district located 

Mr. OWEN. [ ask for the immediate eon:Sidercation ,of the and made under the laws of the State of Oklahoma," so as to 
bin. It simply allows a square 1'.or 1llunicipal -and 'school pnr- ·make the hill :read : 
poses. 

"The Secrehiry -read the bill; .and there being no objection, the 
Senate, :.v.s ilf' Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its ·con
sideration. 

The bill !\Vas reported to the Senate with011t :amendment, or
dered to a third reading, read the ~hird time, ·and [lassed. 

.HUDSON RIVER BRIDGE. 

Mr. NELSON. From the ·Committee rOn .co.mmeree 1 report 
·back favorably, with amendments, the bill (S. -5659) to sup
plement and amend an act entitled "An act to .authorize the 
New Xork and New Jersey Bridge Cos. to construct and main
tain a bridge across the Hudson River between New York City 
and the State ·Of New Jersey," approved June 7, 1894, and I 
submit n report (No. 487) thereon. I call the attention of the 
.Senator from New York .[Mr. O'Go.RMAN] to the bill. 

Mr. -O'GORMAN. I ask for the present consideration of .the 
bill. 

The Secretary read the bffi ; and there being no objeetion, the 
Senate, as in Committee of tbe 'Whole, J)roceeded to its con-
sideration. · 

:Be it enacted~ etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and be is 
btireby, authorized, in his discretion, to approve the assessments, to
gether with maps showing .right of way and definite location of a pro
posed dr~inage ditch, made under the laws of the State of Oklahoma 
upon the allotments of certain Absentee Shawnee and Citizen Potta
-watomie allottees in Little River drainage district No. 1, in Potta
watomie County, Okla. 

SEC. 2. That the Seeretacy of the Interio.r be, and he is hereby, 
authorized, in his discretion, to pay three-fourths of the total amount 
assessed against each of said allotments: Provided, That said total 
assessment shall not exceed $15 per acre on -any allotment or portion 
thereOf ; and there is hereby appropriated for saidi purpose, out of 
any llloney · in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of 
$16,883.67, to be immediately rrvailable, the remaining one-fourth. of 
such assessment -to be paid under direction of the Secretary of the. 
Interior from the .rents of the ·allotments affected, and under such rules 
and regulations as he may prescribe. 

SEC. 3. That the Secretary of the Inter1or be, and be is hereby, 
nn:tho.rized, 1n his discretion, to approve deeds for right of way from 
such -of said allottees or their heirs as may be nec~sary to permit the 
construction and maintenance of said drainage ditch u,pon the payment 
of adequate damages therefor. · 

That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to app.rove 
the assessments upon all other restricted .allotments located within 
.any proposed drainage district located and made under the laws of the 
State of Oklahoma. 

Szc. 4.. That 1:he Secretary .of the Interior .is hereby authorized to 
perform .any and all acts and to make au.ch rules and regulations as 
may .be necessary and proper for the purpose of Carr.Ying the pTovisions · 
of this act into full fo.rce ·and ,effect. 

The amendments were, on page 1, line 6, after the words 
"New Jersey," to insert " .approved .June 7, 1894 (28 Stats., 
:S9~ ," and to add at the end of the b111 ,the following proviso: 

Provicled, That this act shall not be construed .as authorizing the The amendments were agreed to. 
1milding oi said bridge in accordai;ice with plans nereto~o.r.e ·approvail. , The bill was reported!· to the Senate as amended and the 
by the Secretary of War, but drawmgs shcrwfng ·the location and plans amendments :were concurred in. 
•of said structure shall again be submitted to him for bis consideration . · ·. · 
and approval before construction shall .be entered n_pon. The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 

.And to add .an additional .section as -follows: the third time, and passed. 
SEC 2. That the r1.,.ht to alter am~<i or repeal .this act ls hereby The title was amended so as to read: ".A bill to enable the 

-expr~ssly reserved. "' ' ' ' Indians allotted lands in .severalty wiUlin the boundaries of 
So a:s to make the bill read.: Little River drainage district No. 1, Pottawatomie County, 
Be it en,ac:ted, eta., That the :act -0f Congress entitled ".An act to au- Okla., to cooperate with the o.fficials of said :State in the protec

thorize the New York and New Jersey Bridge Cos. to construct and main- tion of their lands from overflow, and for other purposes." 
tain a bridge across the Hudson River between New York City and the 
State of New Jersey," approved ..Tune 7, 1894 '(28 -Stats., 89)., be, and 
the same is llerehy, so supplemented and amended as to ·extend the 
time .for the completion of the said bridge and -approaches to March 15, 
1922; and said companies are hereby granted the .rights and p.rivi
,Jeges and shall be subject to the conditions enumerated in and con
ferred upon said New York and New Jersey Bridge Cos. by sai-0 act of 
Congress approved June 7, 1894, aforesaid, and by the acts of incor
poration of said companies heretofore enacted by the States of New 
York and New Jers.ey, respectively: Provided, That this -act 'shall not be 
construed as authorizing the building of said bridge in accordance with 
-plans heretofore approved by ·the Secretary 1lf War, but drawings show
ing the location and plans oi said structure shall again be submitted to 
him for his consideration and ,approval before construction -shall be -en- · 
tered upon. 

SEC. 2. That the right to alter~ amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 

The .amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 

-nmendments were concurred in. 
The bill was -ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, :read 

the third time, and passed. 
DRAINAGE C!.F LANDS IN OKLAHOMA.. . 

Mr. OWEN. I report back favorably with amendments n·om 
the Committee on Indian .Affairs the bill ( S. 4913) to enable the 
Indians allotted lands in severalty within the boundaries of 
Little River drainage district No. 1, in Pottawatomie County, 
Okla., to cooperate :with the officials of said State in the pro
tection of their lands from overflow, .and I submit a report {No. 
488) thereon.. I usk for the present consideration of the bilL 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the bill 
for the information of the Senate. 

The Secretary read the bill. 
The VICE PRESIDEll.'T. Is there- -Objection to the present 

consideration of the bill? 
Mr. SMOOT. I should like to ask the Senator from Oklahoma 

if there is a report accompanying the bill? 
l\fr. OWEN. Yes~ there is. .Phe bill lil reported from the 

Committee on Indian Affairs. It simply provides that these 
Indians who have allotted lands within a drainage district may 
cooperate with other citizens in having the lands properly 
drained. 

Mr. SMOOT. Is there also a report from the department? 
Mr. OWEN. There is a faV'Orable report from the depart

ment. 
There being no objection, the bill was .considered as in Com

mittee of the Whole. 
The amendments of the Committee .on Indians .A.ffaiI's were, 

on page 1, line 8, after the word "and," to strike out the word 
" citizen " and insert " Citizen/' and on page 2, at the end of sec
tion 3, to insert ''That the Secretary -0f the Interior is hereby 

,. 

THE TURNER RABDW .ARE CO. 

Mr. OWEN. "I am directed by the Committee on Indian 
Affairs, to which was referred .the ·bill ( S. 458) for the relief of 
·the Turner Hardware Co., to report it with an amendment, and 
I submit a report {No. 489) thereon. As it is a small bill, al
lowing $86 to the company, I ask unanimous consent that it 
may be immediile1y conside~. 

Tlle VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary -will read the bill 
for the info1·mation of the Senate. 

The Secretary read the bill, and there being no objection, the 
S.enate, us in Committee 'Of th.e Whole, proceeded to its con-
sideration. . 

The amendment was, in line 7, after the word "of," to strike 
out ".$109.94; in full payment of accounts for certain supplies 
purchased by the superintendents of the TulJahassee Mission, 
Pecan Creek Mission, and the Colored Orphan Home in the 
years 1.902 and 1907," and insert "$86.81 in full payment of an 
account for supplies purchased by the superintendent of the 
Colored Orphans' Home in the year 1902," ·so as to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and llc 
hereby la, authorized and directed to pay, out of any available funds in 
·the Treasury of the United States belonging to the Creek Nati0n of 
Indians, to the Turner Hardware Co., of MuskOJ?!le, Okla.., t he sum of 
$86.81 in full payment of an account for supplies purchased by the 
superintendent of the Colored Orphans' Home m the year 1002. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. SMOOT. ?\Ir. President, has this bill been reported from 

the Committee on Claims? 
The VIO;E PRESlDENT. The bill ha been reported from the 

Committee -0n Indian Affairs. 
Mr. OWEN. The bill has been reported from the Committee 

on Indian Affairs. It only involves $86.81 due for certain sup
plies purchased by the superintendents of Indian schools in the 
Indian "Territory. 

The bill was rei>orted to the Senate as amended, and the 
-amendment was conculTed in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

CHOCTAW, CREEK, AND CHIOKASAW INDIAN RESERVES. 

Mr. CURTIS. Some days ago there was a report made from 
the Oommlttee oll" Indian Affairs on the bill (S. 3306) to au
thorize the Secretary of the Intel'ior to investigate the status of 
the Indian reserves set aside under the Choctaw treaty of 1830 
and the Creek and Chickasaw treaties of 1832, for which no pat
ents bave been issued and the ownership of which is in question, 
and ·appropriating money therefor. 
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The bill was reported with amendments. By mistake the bill 

has been ptinted as if it had been reported without amendment. 
I ask that the reecrd be corrected and that the bill be reprinted 
showing the amendments in accordance with the report. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, an order there-
for will be entered. ' 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, a:nd, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows : 

By Mr. WETMORE: 
A bill (S. 5855) granting an increase of pension to Amanda. M. 

Gaskill (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pen
sions.. 

By Mr. JONES: 
A bill ( S. 5856) to ru.nend an act for the protection. and regu

lation of the fisheries of Alaska; to the Committee on Fisheries. 
A bill ( S. 5857) providing for the survey and commencement 

of construction of a road in. .the Olympic Forest Res€rve; to the 
Committee on Agricultm·e and Forestry. 

A bill ( S. 5858) granting a pension to Blanche Packard ; to 
the ,Committee on Pensions. 

By l\Ir. SMOOT: 
A bill {S. 5859) to amend section 3 of an a.ct entitlad "An a.ct 

making appropriations for sundry civil expenses of the Govern
ment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1902, and for other pur
poses," approved March 3, 1901 (31 Stat.. L~ p. 1133); and 

A bill ( S. 5860) to pro-vi.de for agricultural entries on coal 
lnnds in Alaska ; to the Committee on Public Lands. 

By J\1r. BURNHAM : 
A bill ( S. 5862) for the relief of Martha Cutts Almy and 

others (with accompanying paper); to the Committee on Clalms. 
By Mr. CUMMINS : 
A bill (S. 5863) for the retirement of employees in the civil 

service, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Civil Sery
ice and Retrenchment 

By Mr. O'GORMAN: 
A bill ( S. 5864) for fl!.e relief of the estate of Alexander Stod

dart, deceased ; and 
A bill ( S. 5865) for the relief of clairriants who have paid 

money into the United State,g Treasury under compulsion. of a.n 
unconstitutional statute; to the Committee on Claims. 

A bill ( S. 5866) providing for tlle appointment of an addi
tioru:t.l professor of mathematics in the. Navy; to the Committee 
on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. WATSON: 
A bill ( S. 5867) authorizing the purchase of a site for a post 

office and public building at Benwood, Marshall CD"unty, W. Va.; 
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By l\lr. DILLINGHAM: 
A bill ( S. 5868) granting an increase of pension to Grace Har

rington (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By .Mr. McLEAN:. 
A. bill ( S. 5869) granting an increase of pension. to- Henry 

Stowe (with accompanying papers}; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. CLARKE of Arkansas: 
A bill (S. 5870) for the relief of Mary A. :Russell and others 

(with accompanying papers}; to the Committee on Claims.. 
A.. bill ( S. 5S71) for the relief of Calvin G. Linville (with 

accompanying papers); to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
By l\fr. 0 W1fil.'"'{: 
.A. bill (S. 5872) to authorize the municipality of Atoka, Okla., 

to acquire full legal title to certain lands for municipal water
works pmposes; to the Committee- on Indian Affairs. 

A bill ( S. 5873) granting an increase of pension to. Joseph F. 
Kendall (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: 
A bill (S. 5874) to increase the limit of. cost for the- erection 

and completion of the United States post-office building at Al
bany, Oreg. ; to the Committee on Public Bllildings and Grounds. 

A bill (S. 5875) providing for the adjustment of the claims ot 
the States and Territories to lands within national forests; to 
the Committee on Public Lands. 

A bill ( S. 5876) granting an increase of pension to Edward 
M. llitchcock (with aecompanying · papers); . to the Committee 
on Pensions.. 

By Mr. BOURNE: 
A bill ( S. 5871) to increase the limit of cost for the erection 

an.d completion of the post-office building at The Dalles, Oreg. ; 
to the Committee on Pllblic Buildings and: Grounds. 

By Mr. BRADLEY: . 
A bill (S. 5878) granting an. increase of pension to Edward 

Stapleton (with accompanying paper); and 

.A bill ( S. 5819) granting an increase o:f pension to David 
Crockett Collins (with aceompanying papers}; to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

PROPOSED INJUNCTION AND ABATEMENT LAW~ 

By l\Ir. KENYON: 
A bill ( S. 5861) to enjoin and abate houses ot lewdness, as

signa.tioll,; and prostitution, to declare the same to be nuli>ances, 
to enjoin the person or persons who conduct Ol' maintain the 
same and the. owner ox agent of any building used for such 
purpose, and to assess a tax against the person maintaining 
said nuisance and against the building and owner thereof; to 
the Committee on the District of <Jo.lu.mbia. 

.Mr. KENYON. In connection. with the bill I should like c6n
sen.t to have printed as a public document a letter from the at
torney general of Iowa, stating the purpose of a similar bill; 
an article by Mr. John B. Hammond, of Iowa, wh<> has had 
much to do with the enforcement of the Iowa law ; an.d a speech 
by Senator T. J. Brooks, of the Tennessee Senate, which fully 
explains the law, together with a copy of the law. 

I ask to have these papers printed as a document (S. Doc. 
No. 435) and referred to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

The VIC.E PRESIDENT. Without objection, an order there
for will be entered. 

IMPROVEMENT OF ALLEGHENY RIVER, PA. 

Mr. OLIVER submitted an amendment proposing to appro
priate $300,000 for the improvement of the Allegheny River, 
Pa., ete., intended to be proposed by him to the river and harbor 
app!opriation bill CH.. R. 21477), whlcb was referred to the 
Committee on Commerce and ordered to be printed. 

'£HE INTERNATIONAL. HARVESTER 00. 

Mr. LEA.. I submit a resolution, which I ask to have read. 
The Secretary read the resolution. (S. Res. 250). as follows: 

Whereas it is reported that there is pending lH!fore the Department of 
Justice· a settlement between the United &tates and the International 
Harvester Co., by which the so-called Harvester Trust may be P.ei"
mitted to reo:i:=anize. and to bring its organization and business within 
the Sherman antitrust law as construed by the Supreme Court: Be it 
Resolved. by the Senate ,of t1ie United. States, That the Attorney 

General be, and he is hereby, instructed to lay before the Senate all 
correspondence and information it may have upon this ~ject, together 
with any and all correspondence, information, and re.ports of the 
Bureau of Corporations relating thereto ... from January 1, 1904. to the 
present time. 

Mr. LEA. I ask for the present considera.ti.o.n of the resolu
tion. 

l\Ir. GALLINGER. I ask that the resolution may go over. 
The VTCE PRESIDENT. Objection is made, and the resolu

tion, under the rule, will go over. 
EXPENSES OF CITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS (S. DOC. NO. 431). 

l\Ir. GALLINGER. I have an interesting document. being 
tab1"€s, quotations, and facts eompiled by Harlan Updegraff, 
of the Bureau of Education, and recently published. being a 
study of the expenses of city school s.ystemsr I ask that the 
mattex be printed as a :public document, and that 500 additional 
copies be printed for the nse of the Senate document room. 

The VICE PRESIDENT~ Without objection, the order will 
be entered. 

The order o.s a.greed to was reduced to writing,. as follows:. 
Ordered, That there be printed 500 additional copies of the document 

" Expenses of City School Systems, Tables. Quotations, and. Facts, et c.," 
by Harlan Updegraffr of the Bureau of Education, for the use of the 
Senate document room. 

PRESIDENTIAL. APPROVALS • 

A message from the President of the Un.it~ States, by Mr. 
Latta., executive clerk, announced that the President had ap
proved and signed the. following act and joint resolutions: 

On March 12, 1912: 
·S. J. Res. 83. Joint resolution. making appropriations to meet 

ce:rtain contingent expenses of the Senate.; and 
S. 415L An act to authorize the Minnesota & Internn.tional 

Railway Co. to construct a bridge across the l\.fississippi River 
at or near Bemidjj, in the State of Minnesota. 

On March 14, 1912 : 
S. J. ReE. 89. Joint resolution to. amend the joint resolution. to 

prohibit the export of coal or other mate:rial used in wa'r from 
any seaport ~ the United States.. 

HOUSE BILL R.EFERBEI>. 

H. R. 18D60. An act making appropriations for the Depart
ment o! Agriculture for the fisctll year ending June 30, 1913, 
wa.s read twice by its title and referred to the. Committee on 
Agricnlture and Forestry. 

SERVICE. PENSIONS. 

The VIOE PRESIDENT. Morning business is closed. The 
calendar under Rule VIII is in order. The Secretary will state 

· the first bill on the calendar. 
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l\Ir. l\IcCUl\fBER, :Mr. President, I gave notice the other day 
that immediately after the close of morning business to-day I 
should move that the Senate take up the general pension bill. 

Tl)e VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair was merely waiting for 
the Senator to make the motion. 

l\Ir. McCUl\IBER. I am giving my reason for asking that 
that bill be now taken up. There are two Senators who desire 
to speak on that subject to-day, as I am informed, and I also • 
desire to complete my remarks. That being the case, I now 
move that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the service 
pension, which is House bill No. 1. 

l\Ir. GALLINGER. Will the Senator withhold his motion for 
a moment, though I know it is not debatable? 

'.Mr. l\fcCUMBER. Certainly. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator withholds his motion 

temporarily. 
l\Ir. GALLINGER. I want to express the hope that the busi

ness of the Senate may be so arranged that at a.nearly day we 
shall get to the calendar under Rule VIII. It is getting to be 
rather voluminous; and while the bills are not extremely im
portant, I think we ought to take them up for consideration 
before long. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of 
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCuMBEB]. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in Committee 
of the Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R 1) 
granting a service pension to certain defined veterans of the 
Civil War and the War with Mexico. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, before proceeding with the 
comparison of the two bills that are before the Senate it may 
be profitable to glance for a moment at what the Congress has 
been doing during the last few years in the matter of extending 
the benefit of the pension legislation and increasing the amount 
of our appropriations. . 
. The last general pension legislation prior to 1907 was passed 
June 27, 1890. That was the first service-pension legislation 
applicable to veterans of the Civil War. For 17 years following 
no particular change was made in our pension laws. On Feb
ruary 6, ·1907, we enacted a law making age the standard for 
fixing the amount of pension. By that act . we increased our 
annual pensiobs for the· next five years in an amount, as I 
now remember, aggregating about $15,000,000 per year. 

The very next year after that, in the year of 1908, on April 
19, we amended the law of 1890 and placed at $12 per month 
the pension of every widow entitled to receive a pension under 
that · 1aw. Previously such pension was $8 per month. We 
added very materially also to the number of widows who 
could be placed upon that roll by repealing that section of the 
law which provided that in order to obtain its benefits the 
claimant must be able to show that she did not have an annual 
income of $250 per year. ' 
· The increase under that law, I think, was about $12,000,000 a 
year. If we again amend the pension laws in the year 1912 by 
the measure now proposed by the Committee on Pensions, we 
will be required to increase our pension appropriation bill on 
an average for the next five years by, say, $20,000,000 a year. 
So the Senate will see that the Government has not been remiss 
in its duty to the veterans, but has attempted to meet the dis
abilities incident to increasing years by very materially increased 
pensions. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, right there I should like to 
ask the Senator if the bill as reported to the Senate by the 
Committee on Pensions should become a law, what would be 
the total amount of appropriation required? 

Mr. McCUMBER. The present amount is about $152,000,000 
a year, I beliern, and the passage of the bill as reported by the 
committee would add an average of about $20,000,000 a year
$14,000,000 the first year and about $33,000,000 the second year. 

l\fr. OVERMAN. But an average for five years of about 
$20,000,000? 

Mr. McCU:MBER. The a-verage for five years, after making 
the proper allowance for the death rate, would be about $20,-
000,000 a year. 

n1r. OVERMAN. So that the total amount of pension appro-
priations would be, the·n, about $175,000,000? -

Mr. l\fcCUl\1BER. About that, ·in case the bill as reported 
by the Committee on Pensions should be enacted into law. 

Further than this, by the act of February 6, 1907, as it applies 
to the survivors of the war, and again by the act of April 19, 
1908, as it applies to the widows, we have made the pension 
roll a roll of honor only, and not the mere measurement of 
financial or physical distress; and it is my own firm opinion 
and unalterable conviction that there should be no reaction 
along that line. Under the law as it now stands we have elimi
nated all questions of financial condition, all questions of phys-

ical condition, and all questions as to whether present atlments 
of claimants resulted from service or otherwise. An applica
tion under the later laws needs no investigation along that 
line. The law tempts no one to expand his conscience beyond 
normal limits in order to come within its provisions; it causes 
the cheek of no claimant to redden when he makes his applica· 
tion to become a pensioner by compelling him to decla're that 
he is in his dotage, that he is enfeebled, or that he is poverty 
stricken. · 

Mr. President, I think there has been considerable economy 
under the operation of these laws. By the two acts to which I 
have particularly refer.red we have eliminated the services of 
the physician and the financial examiner. 'By those acts in. 
dustry and economy are no longer penalized. The soldier of 
the most extended hospital record to-day: has no advantage in 
proving his claim over the soldier who has the most extended 
field record. What we have accomplished in that direction, l\Ir. 
President, we ought not to lose by any subsequent legislation. 

Mr. President, two bills were before the Committee on Pen
sions. One bill would require an appropriation for the second 
year at least $86,500,000 over· present appropriations. The bill 
as recommended by the committee will require at least $33,-
000,000 in additional appropriations the second year. The one 
will average, I believe, from $56,000,000 to $60,000,000 a year 
for the next five years, and the other will average about 
$20,000,000 a year for the next five years. 

I can n.ot help but feel that the pension bill which passed 
the House and came before the committee, known as House 
bill No. 1, received many votes through a misapprehension or 
a misunderstanding on the part of the several Members 
of the House who voted in its favor as to the total .amount 
which it would be necessary to raise to meet the require
ments of that bill. It may be that it ·would have passed 
the House if there had been no error in the report, but it 
is .certainly . true that the report upon which I have a right to 
assume the vote was based is most grossly erroneous. I am 
not saying, and would not for a moment intimate, that it was 
intentionally erroneous, but.,_ I am inClined to believe that the 
chairman of the House committee having the matter in charge 
must have turned over some of the computations to some other 
person who was not very accurate in his figures, and probably 
because of the great amount of labor imposed upon him he 
did not have the time carefully to analyze the statement before 
it was presented as the report of that committee. Ordinarily, 
l\Ir. President, I would say that whenever we desire to get an 
estimate of the additional cost involved in an increase ot pen
sions it is far safer to go to the Bureau of .Pensions and 
obtain from them a very careful estimate. . I am not certain 
whether the committee who reported the House bill did that or 
not. I am certain, however, that if they did they must have 
abandoned the information which they received and proceeded 
to make their own calculations as to what the additional cost 
of House biU-No. 1 would be. 

We ought not to allow our enthusiasm to run away with our 
judgment in the matter of such computations. If we feel that 
we should appropriate $87,000,000 a year from to-day in order 
to meet pension demands, then we ought to admit the amount 
and proceed to raise the money either by the issuance of bonds 
or by some other method. · 

I wish to call attention now to the very first proposition that 
is made in the report in support of House bill No. 1 in relation 
to the amount required to pay for the additional pensions. 

Senators will remember that under House bill No. 1, which 
is purely a service-pension bill, the soldier who served for 90 
days receives a pension of $15 per month; if he ser"Ved 6 months, 
he receives $20 per month; if he served 9 months, he receives 
$25 per month; if he served 1 year or over, he receives $30 per 
month. -

Mr. BROWN. l\lr. President--
. The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LIPPITT in the chair). 

Does the Senator from North Dakota. yield to the Senator from 
Nebraska? 

l\Ir. McCUl\fBER. Certainly. 
, Mr. BROWN. The bill also provides that a soldier whose 
term of service was cut short by injuries received in the 
service shall get $30 a month without regard to how long be 
served. 

Mr. McCUl\IBER. I presume the Senator refers to section 2, 
which reads as follows, in addition to the sums I ha"Ve men
tioned: 

SEC. 2. That any person who * * • received a.n honorable dis
charge and who was wounded in battle or in line of duty, and is now 
unfit for manual labor through causes not due to his own vicious habits, 
01· who, from disease or other causes incurred in line of duty result1ng 
in his disabJlity, is now unable to perform manual labor, shall be paid 
the maximum pension under this act, to wit,· $30 per month, without 
regard to his length of service. 
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I assume that is wruit the Senator refers to. it is more than 50 yea.rs since ·ihe war began, and the average 
Mr. BROWN. That section is left out <>f the bill which the age, as I understand, of the soldiers on the pension rolls reach~s 

Senator has reported. about 70 years. When you get men above the 70-year mark they 
Mr . .McCUl\IBER. Yes; because those who received injuries are all old men, and to measure the disability in years and con

in line of service and have become disabled are already provided sider it as a factor after they reach '70 is simply to deal in 
for in the general law in accordance with the provisions relating small fractions, in my .judgment. It seems tO me that the age 
to different disabilities, and if the soldier under th~ pr-0posed as a test of disability disappears as we become more and more 
law would receive less than he would under the law which removed from the war times. 
grants pen~ions for specific disability he can apply under the Mr. SMOOT. l\1r. President--
latter. Mr. :McCUMBER. The Senator from Nebraska is in erro.r 

l\fr. BROWN.· But the general law which giTes him a pension in his figures, but I understand the Senator from Utah has 
without regard to the length of service does not fix a rate as them. 
high as $30 per month. Mr. Sl\100'1'. I desire to call the attention of the Senator to 

Mr. McCUMBEIB. Some pensions are not as high and some the fact that there are 420,965 soldiers who would be affected 
pensions are many times higher. - . b.v the present bill, and the ages of these soldiers are .as fol-

Mr. BROWN. I know there are some injuries, for instance, lows: Between the ages of 62 and 66 there a1e 113,622, betvreen 
the loss of both legs or both hands, which constitute an ex- the, ages of 66 and 70 there are 128,414, between the ages of 70 
ception, but generally under existing laws th~ pension does n-0t and 75 rthere are 110,039, and of those 75 and over then~ are 
reach as high a rate as $30 per month. 1 68,&'90. So the Senator will observe that there are over one-

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator is correct in that. half of the men under the 70-year age limit. 
Mr. BROWN~ Does not the Senator think there is equity l\Ir. BROWN. That corroborates my estimate; approxillliltely 

and justice in the proposition to give t.o the old soldier a rn years. 
pension of $30 a month when he was woun.ded in the service Mr. KE:~rYON. Mr. President--
and received injuries in service, notyvithstanding the fact that The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 
he received that injury before he served 90 days? Dakota ·deJu to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. McCUMBER. It is unnecessary for the Senator to argue 1 Mr. M
0

cCUMBER. , Certainly. 
tha~ question, because he knows I agree with him. I .agre~ Mr. KENYON. I should like to inquire of the Senator from 
and that is the general law, that although he may not have North Dakota whether the bill reported by the commit.tee is 
served more than one day, if he was actually injured in the the same as that known in common parlance as the Smoot sub- -
service he should receive a pension. We have a general law stitute? 
relating to those who received injuries in service, and if the Mr . .McCUMBER. It is one of the tables prepared by m~ 
Senator wants to raise all th-0se who were injured in the service, and I submitted some 18 of them with different combinations 
without regard to the character of the injury, to $30 per month, of age and service. "The one repo~ted is known as No. 16. 
that would be entir.cly another proposition. The vast maj.oriity Mr. KENYON. No. 16? 
of those who are-now drawing pensions are not receiving thfilll Mr. McCUMBER. Yes. The whole question of the cost of 
because of any disability received in the line of service. A House bill No. 1 is determined by the number of soldiers who 
general pension law must necessarily be made for the benefit will receive the $30 benefit-.that is the number who served 
-0f the great majority, whether it is based upon age or .service, m-0re than one year-and it is on thi~ point that there seems to 
or both. If the general law in any case does not grant a:s much be the greatest diversity of opinion a.nd the greatest .amount of 
ru:; it ought to .for a specific injury, we should increase the error in the record. I wish t.o .call att~tion to the report on 
amount for that specific injury. House bill.No. 1. I w.i.11 take just a brief portion from this par-

Mr. CULLOM. May I ask the Senator from North Dftkota a ticular provision: 
question? - . , " House bill 1 _provides four cla.sses-$15 per month, $20 per 

Mr. l\fcCUMBER. Certainly: . . . 1 month, $25 per .month~ and $30 per month-rated on the length 
. Mr. CULLOM. Is the committee unammously m favor of the of seryice. 'rhe a".erage :rate is therefore $22.50 _per month, .or 

bill he.fore the Senate? . . . .$210 per year~ The average rate per man during the year ended 
l\fr. McCUl\IBER. I will say to the Senator frcm Illinois .July 1, 1911, was (official) $191.41. Too increase .under House 

th~re !s a. majoz:ity ~eport an~ there ar~ .also the views of. the bill 1 would therefore be $78.59. Apply this increase to 44G,OOO 
mmonty, the mmor.1.ty :reporting what IS known as the Sher-

1 
soldiers and the a.mount is in .round numbers a little over 

wo~d bill, o~ House bill No. _1. • . '$34,000,000. The Pensi-On .B'ureau estimate on th.a <eost of the 
."Now, the important question that has divided the members -0f disability section (section 2) of House bill 1 will .add a trifle over 

the c?mmtt:tee, 3;Il~ that which ~ill undoubtedly di~ide th~ Sena- $3,000.,000, making the .aggr.egate not far from $37,000;000." 
tors m their oprn1ons as to whieh bill should rece.tve their snp- Now notice that it is .asserted· that the increase under the 
po:t, is the questi?n _of the additic.mal amount th3;t will be r~ HOnse •bill would amount to $78.59 a year. If there are 446,000 
quired to. be apJ!l'Op:iated under either of these bi1:ls, :and 3:180 .soldiers. and this estimate is not on~half -Of what the annual 
:tne question which is the b.E;tter standard as a .ba~is for .fixing inerease to each soldier would .be, the Sen~te ean very quickly 
the amount to be awarded m ea.ch case-the service standaru understand now eno1wo11s must be the error when you multiply 
or the age standard. . . . . . more tha.n $78.59 by 446,000. In other words, you have to mul-

l have my own convici:!ons ~pon that. ·~Y belief is an~ ~!ways . tiply more than.double this amount by 446,-000 in.order to get the 
has been that the pension_ given .to soldi~·s of the C1yil War correct figures. 
other than those who received inJlll'Y durmg the war is based r . • • • • 
up.on the great national gratitude felt toward all those soldiers, .Now, let ns give _the Senator .a srmple illustration of this 
and as that gratitude is the basis of the grant, it should fuld .method -0f computation. Suppose a. dealer sells 10 barrels '?f 
its ~xpression in a direction which will do the greatest amount appl~s 'Rt $5 per harrei and 2 barrels at .$1 per barrel. H_e will 
of good. our observation, as well as the experience of man- receive :$50 ~or the first l?t and . .$~ for !Jle second, or $52 m. all. 
kind, is that the length .of service in the Civil War aff-ects '. But, ~ccording to the arithmetic m this report, as be recerved 
present physicial condition far less than advancing .age; that 

1 
$5 ~er barrel for on,e lot and .$1 ~r barrel fo.r the other ~o.t,. b~ 

the age is a far m-0re important factor in the matter of dis- adding the $5 and $1. together, which would be ~6,and div1din!'-" 
ability than length of service. Therefore, if it is our purpose . tha~ by 2 you would get $3 :as th~ average recmved, and multi
to reach by pension b-ene:fits those cases in which thern is the , .p'Iym_g the 12 ba.rrels sold ~Y this average. $?, and. you · have 
greatest amount of disability, we will look to the question of age · $36 mstead of $52 . . That 18 pretty good arithmetic for the 
i·ather than the question of service. buyer, ~ut rath~r top:gh .on the_ eller. . . 

If our gratitude is to be measured solely by length of serv- . It will be noticed here. that m order. to arn-rn at this ~2 . .50 
lee, without reference to the rondition of the c4imant, then we per month that reach soldier would. lr.ece1ve under the new bill
might as well base our pension legislation whol1y upon length No. l~we mus.t tak.e the several fltem.s, ~~5, $20, $25, and $30 
of service. But, as r stated in my report, that seems to me per. month and. add them together an<il divide the sum by four, 
to smack too much of the idea of wag.e rather than the grant which would give us the $22.50 per month. 
of pensions t-0 meet what we all believe to be the growing dis- When we o-bserve such .an error as that we may well suppose 
abilities of the sol-Oier. ' that this bill passed tbe House through a misunderstanding as 

'Mr. BROWN. Mr. President-- to the added appropriation which would be required. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North I am further justified in the presumption that there must 

Dakota yield to the Senator from Nebraska.? h~-ve been a misunderstanding, because not a single step has 
. Mr. McCU!IIBER. Certainly. been -taken by the other House to raise the necessary funds. 

l\Ir. BROWN. I think tllera would be a .great deal of force No suggestion has been made that we will have to rai~e next 
in the position the Senator takes if there was a very great dis- ' year -about $87,000,000 extra; that we will be compelled to add 
parity in the ages of these men, but it must be remember.ed that to our revenues and will have to adopt means for raising tha't 
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additional revenue; but, on the contrary, the ·only bills that 
are coming over from the House dealing with the revenues 
reduce rather than increase them. So there is a fair presump
tion that this error influenced the v.ote very much upon that 
question. 

Mr. BROWN. · l\lr. President--
'1.1he PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 

Dakota yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 
Mr. McOUMBER. Certainly. 
l\Ir. BROWN. Of course, the Senator will concede that it is 

of very little vital interest what actuated the House in passing 
the bill. It throws very little light on our duty here. I do 
not like to see--

Mr. McCUl\fBER. I have stated that, and I simply desire to 
follow up what 1: have said and to bring out the fact that if 
we pass the bill for $87,000,000 we certainly must adopt some 
means of raising the revenue to pay it. , 

Mr. BROWN. That is very true, but I do not like to see a 
good measure, even though it passed the House through au 
error or misunderstanding, put on that ground. 

l\Ir. MCCUMBER. If the Senator will allow ~ne, if we be
lieye we ouO'ht to grant the bill as it passed the House, without 
reference to~ the amount, we should vote for it, and then shou~d 
proceed to consider the ways and means to pay it. So the 
Senator is doing nothing further than repeating what I have 
alreadv stated. 

l\1r. ~WILLIAl\fS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 

Dakota yield to the Senator from Mississippi? 
Mr. McCUMBER. I yield. 
l\lr. WILLIAMS. I was much interested a moment ago in 

the Senator's statement, and his seeming demonstration of it, 
that the figures which were used in arriving at a conclusion as 
to what would be the increase under the Sherwood bill were 
inaccurate. I have heard it asserted, and I want to ask the 
Senator whether it be true or not, that under the bill which 
you are reporting as a substitute you have your calculations 
put upon the basis of figures that were issued five years ago? 

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator is mistaken. The Senator 
probably has reference to the statement that it is based upon fig
ures that were obtained 20 years ago. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; 1--
M~. l\fcCUMBER. I have not heard the other statement, 

that it is based upon anything obtained frrn years ago. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. - You reason from your figures, and by that 

I mean the tables here, which you claim--
Mr. McOUMBER. The table we have is brought right up to 

date. Every table I have seen is brought up to very near the 
date of reporting. 

l\ir. WILLIAMS. I asked the Senator the question because, 
of course, the amount depends in your bill altogether upon the 
age classification under which the soldiers would fall. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Oh, no i both age and length of service. 
l\ir. WILLIAMS. But in substance it is age, because a man 

who served three years and a half under the 62-year class 
would receirn less than a man who had served 90 days under 
the 70-year class. But the Senator says, as I understand him, 
that that is a mistake and that the tables upon which he bases 
his c-alculation were furnished by the Pension Office and were 
brought right up to date. 

Mr. l\IcOUMBER. Yes, sir; right up to date. 
Mr. President, I want to see how much this error amounts to, 

because it is stated that the increase under the bill, exclusive 
of section 2 of House bill No. 1, will be $34,000,000. Making 
the computation upon the figures which are correct, I find that 
there is an error of $81.91 on each soldier's yearly income from 
the pensions under House bill No. 1. If we multiply that by 
44G,OOO, the number that is used in the report, we find that it 
will take $36,531,860 more than the $34,000,000. In other word$, 
it would be over $70,000,000 a year instead of the $34,000,000 
per year. 

I do not wish to rest this entirely upon my own statement. 
I had the expert from the Bureau of Pensions, Mr. Thompson, 
go carefully over this report and give his testimony before the 
committee. He was subject to cross-examination. He answers 
this proposition in the House bill, which I have already given, 
as follows: 

Mr THOMPSON. The average here is reached by adding together the 
four ·rates-$15, $20, $25, and $30-and dividing the total by 4. In 
that way you get $22.50. Multiplying that by 12 you get $270, the 
yearly average. · 

I might say the present yearly average is $191.41, and, sub
tracting that from the $270, gives the $79.59 which the report 
says will be the a\erage increase. 

That would be the average rate of pension to which they would be 
entitled if those averages were correct-if there were as many at $15 
as there were at $30. But, as I have said, our statistics show that 

71 per cent would be entitled to $30, and, of course, that changes the 1 

general average, so many more being entitled to the larger rate, It 
makes the increase $160.50 instead of $78.59. The cost the first year 
is based on that average. If you issue 200,000 certificates during the 
first year, and the average increase is $160, you have $32.000,000. But 
if it is only $78, you have only a little over $15,000,000. The Only 
question is, Wbo is right? 

But, Mr. President, the 446,000 which is ·used as a multiplier 
is also · inaccurate. It should be considerably larger. If the 
right number was adopted, it would make the figures so much 
greater in the result. The House l'eport says: 

The number of deaths during the year ending July 1, 1911, was 
35,243, or an average of almost 3,000 a month. The IJ.Umber of sol
diers who will be available for pensions· on the 1st day of January, 
1912, is estimated to be about 509,000. Of this number over 63,000 are 
now drawing pensions of $25 per month and $30 per month and over. 

I especially call attention to this statement of this number. 
Sixty-three thousand are now drawing pensions at $25 per 
month and $30 per month. Why those two sets of figures are 
combined I can scarcely understand, because in this the author 
is attempting to take a certain number of them without the 
operation of this bill; and, of course, -those_ who are already re
ceiving $30 a month and over would not be computed in de
termining the amount of increase. But many of those who are 
receiving $25 should be computed; and why he takes 25; and 30 
together I c8rtainly am unable to understand. But he is in 
error even upon those two. 

Hence-
He says-

in estimating the increased cost for pensions (should House bill 1 be 
enacted) we must deduct 63,000 from the entire number of pensioners, 
leaving the number of soldiers available for the increase on January 1, 
1912, 446,000. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator if he 
knows how many soldiers are receiving the $25 rate? 

l\fr. l\fcCUl\IBER. I have it right here. I have the two to
gether here. I can get from the report those who are receiving 
the $25 rate. They are both given in the rep<1tt of the Commis
sioner of Pensions. 

Mr. BROWN. It js a very small number, is it not? 
Mr. McCUMBER. I will give the total, and then the Senator 

can see. But if we were to deduct those receiving $25, we might 
as well deduct those receiving $22.50 and those receiving $20, 
and so on. I am simply speaking now as to the accuracy ot 
the report. 

Mr. BROWN. The $25 class should not be deducted. I think 
the Senator is right about that. What I wanted to show was 
that that is a very small class. · 

Mr. McOUMBER. It is enough to make quite a little differ
ence in the multiplier. Dr. Thompson answers this as follows: 

On page 5 of this report it is stated that 63,000 smvivors of the 
Civil War are now drawing pensions of $25 and $30 per month and 
over. The number of Civil War survivors on the roll June 30, 1011, 
who were receiving $25 per month and over was less than 30,000. 
The only pensioners on the roll who can :properly be excluded from 
consideration in making estimates on this bill are those receiving $30 
per month and over-the maximum rate fixed by this bill. On June 
30, 1911, there were 26,172 survivors on the roll at $30 per month 
and on~ . 

It makes quite a little difference, then, whether you deduct 
$26,173 from your multiplier or whether you <'.leduct 63,000 
from it. So while it may not be great compared with the whole, 
still it makes several million dollars difference. 

Again, Mr. President, it is claimed that under House bill 
No. 1 there will be considerable saving in the expenses paid 
out for special examiners. I haYe tried to ascertain what that 
saving is based on, and I confess I can not see that there will 
be anything saved; but, on the contrary, it is quite certain that 
under this bill there will be an increase. 

·.rhe vast majority of the soldiers, as I have stated, I thlnlt 
about 357 000 are now drawing their- pensions under the act 
of Februa~y 6, 1907, and under that act age alon~ is made the 
basis of the amount received. It takes no special examiner, 
ordinarily at least, to ascertain the age of the claimant. It re-
quires no more a special examiner under the present law to 
ascertain the age than it would, except in a very few cases, to 
ascertain the length of his service, because where he has en
listed several times, even in obtaining the lengt.h of service you 
have to go over all the Tecords and ascertain how long he 
served under each one of those enlistments. 

Mr: GALLINGER. Mr. President--
l\fr. McCUMBER. Therefore, under the present la": we are 

not using the special examiners for the purpose. of assisting. us 
in granting pensions to those 357,000, and we will not be usmg 
them in the future, of com·se, in granting the pensions to the 
same number upon the basis of service. I yield to the Senator 
from New Hampshire. • 

Mr. GALLINGER. The Senator, I think, has answered the 
very question I was going to propound. Th~ age of these sol
diers was determined when they received the mcrease--

Mr. McOUMBER. Certainly. 
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Mr. GALLftGER. Under the law the Senator cites? 
Mr. McCUl\IBER. Yes; under the law of 1907. 

_ l'llr. GALLINGER. Of course, it is a mere matter of addi
tion as to the present age. The bureau will do that, of course. 

hlr. l\IcCUMBER. Now, what is the duty performed by 
these special examiners? Generally, we are now paying out 
about $700,000 a year altogether for the special examiners, and 
so forth. They are making examinations of the widows' cases; 
they are making their examinations of cases under the regular 
establishment and in the Spanish War cases. 

Mr. GALLINGER. And in cases of alleged fraud, I will say, 
1\Ir. l\IcCUl\IBER. Yes; and in cases of alleged fraud, as the 

Sena tor has stated. 
In the case of the -widows it is often quite difficult to ascer

ta.in whether the first husband is dead, where there has been a 
second marriage to a soldier; so also where the soldier has 
been twice married; so also in cases of divorce, whether or not 
the divorce was actually obtained as claimed, in order to 
establish the marital status of the parties. For that we re
quire quite an army of examiners. 

Now, here is what the report on House bill No. 1 says on 
that, and this is not the only error: 

Here is another very valuable consideration: Last· "year the Govern
ment paid out over $700,000 for medical boards and special examiners. 
Under House bill 1 nearly all these boards can be abolished with
out detriment to the service, as under House bill .1 there will be 
no occa sion for a medical examination, as every soldier will paid on 
his . service, with the exception of only one section of the bill. 

Under the present law they are all paid according to their 
age. Under House bill No. 1 they will be paid according to their 
service. There will be no greater expense in the one than in 
the other and, therefore, there will be no saving. 

We also paid out last year over $300,000 for special pension ex
aminers, making in all considerably over $1,000,000. 

Mr. President, that is an error again. The $300,000 is a part 
of the $700,000, and it seems by some way to have been added 
to it in order to make the million dollars. 

Mr. CURTIS. l\fay I interrupt the Senator? 
Mr. l\IcCUl\fBER. I will just finish the reading, then I will 

yield-
Nea rly all of which can be saved and the money paid direct to the 

soldiers, because there will be no necessity whatever for examining 
boards, as the exact st!l.tus of every soldier is fixed by this law; it is 
fixed on his service and can not be either raised or reduced by the 
action of any medical board or special pension examiners. 

'l'hat is true, but that applies also to those who are obtaining 
their pensions under the present law. · 

This is an important feature, as a million dollars now spent on use
less boards can be paid direct to ttie old soldiers. 

I yield to the Senator from Kansas. 
l\Ir. CURTIS. The Senator said a moment ago that the 

amount expended for special examiners was $700,000, as I re
member it. 

Mr. l\fcCUMBER. Yes. 
1\Ir. CURTIS. The report of the commissioner shows that 

there was expended only $283,000. 
Mr. McCUl\IBER. That is not for all of the service referred 

to. I include the medical boards. 
Mr. BROWN. And the detective force. 
l\fr. McCUMBER. Those are special examiners; they are all 

detectives. Now, let us take the reply that is given by the 
expert from the Bureau of Pensions, Mr. Thompson. He says: 

Referring again to the report accompanying House bill No. 1, atten
tion is invited to the statement on page 3, that the Government last 
year paid out over $700,000 for medical boards and special examiners; 
that under this bill all these boards can be abolished; that there will 
be no occasion foi· a medical examination ; and, further, that -there was 
also paid out last year over $300,000 for special pension examiners, 
making in all considerably over $1,000,000-all of which can be saved 
and the money paid direct to the soldiers. As I have previously stated 
a medical examination will be required in each claim filed under section 
2 of this bill wherein it is alleged that the claimant is wholly disabled 
for manual labor, before the claim can be allowed. Under this section, 
as before stated, there will be an increase in the cost of medical exami
nations of $200,000 per annum if this bill should become a law. 

Note that, instead of decreasing, according to the estimate 
there will be an increase of $200,000 a year, to comply with 
section 2 of House bill No. 1. 

You will observe that it is stated that $700,000 was paid for medical 
boards and special examiners, and later that over $300,000 was paid 
last year for special pension examiners, making in al1 considerably· over 
$1,000,000. The cost of the special examiners was included in the 
$700,000 item, and then again added to the $700,000 to make up the 
$1,000,000. One question which now arises in invalid claims which 
requires the aid. of the special examiners is that of the identity of the 
claimant with the soldier. This question is absolutely necessary to 
determine, under any bill, before a claim is allowed. Special examiners 
are largely engaged upon the investigation of claims arising on account 
of "Service during the Spanish War and on account of service in the Reg
ular Army and Navy since the close of the Civil War. It is also neces
sary to determine the merits of a large numbe1· of claims filed by Civil 
War widows. Many widows are unable to secure satisfactory evidence 
showing either their marriage to the soldier er the death of the sol-
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dier's former wife or of -their own former husband. Special examiners 
are also engaged in the work of investigating charges which may be 
filed against pensioners, from various sources in order to determine 
whether the pensioner is legally entitled to the pension received. It 
will thus be· seen that the enactment of House bill No. 1 would have no 
~~~'jJ. whatever upon the number of special examiners engaged in field 

This is a very considerable error .; and I am calling attention 
to these errors, so that the Senate in voting for either one of 
these bills may have at least accurate data upon which they 
can base their judgment. 

.Again, it is stated: 
The report of the Commissioner of Pensions for 1911 shows, on page 

14, that since the act of February 6, 1907-that is, the age-pension 
law-629,605 appUcations for pensions have been filed in the Pension 
Office under that law. 

Of course, you can naturally see that would carry the idea 
that many different soldiers had filed applications under the 
1907 act, when as a matter of fact there are not so many 
survivors living. 
. And tluring the ~ast year 55,167 ceri;ificates for new pensions were 
issued by ~he Pension Bureau under this age-pension law. 

There is an error again, if we understand by the words "new 
pensions " that they are " original" pensions, and taking the 
whole clause, I assume that is what was intended. 

Again, he says: 
;How many of these 629,605 applicants for increased' pensions under 

this law were long and short term soldiers is not stated; but it is a 
fair conclusion that most of these claimants were short-term soldiers. 

Well, l\Ir. President, was it a fair conclusion that they were 
" short-term soldiers"? Why should it be supposed that tJiey 
were short-term any more than long-term soldiers? .As soon as 
we passed the law of 1890 those who had served 90 days and 
who desired to obtain a pension were just as ready to make 
applications then as those who to-day are for the first time 
making tpeir applications. .An actual test and examination 
show that there is no reason for the supposition that they were 
short-service men.. Some of these 629,605 applications will be 
found to be duplicates; a soldier will often make his · applica-

. tion and then, thinking he had not made it correctly, will send 
in another application. There will be thousands and thousands 
of them who will mak.e them over again. 

Each application, of course, will be numbered, and there may 
be serial numbers running up to the figmes quoted, but a third-
or half may be duplicates. As a matter of fact, only 356,830 
are upon the pension roll to-day under that act. 

In explanation of this change, Mr. Thompson says: 
It has been said that the short-servlce men came in under the act of 

February, 1907, after the age-pension law was passed. What are the 
facts? Only 21, 771 original claims under that act have been aitowed 
since it was passed. 

So that there are not 55,167 new cases-that is, new in the 
sense of being original in the ·1ast year-but in all of the five 
years which have elapsed there haye. been only 21,771 original 
applications for pension under this particular law. I assume, 
l\Ir. President, that most of these are soldiers who during all 
of the previous period have felt that their condition was not 
such that it would justify them in demanding a pension; but 
as their physical disabilities increased with age it is but natural 
that they should nQw have applied as original claimants. 

Now, I wish to answer very briefly the question asked by the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. WILLIAMS], who inquired if this 
data were not compiled fr.om estimates that were made several 
years ago. Well, l\1r. President, so far as they relate to the 
length of service of the veterans the data were taken from esti
mates of some 20 years ago, but as everyone, of course, will 
comprehend, the moment he gives the subject any consideration, 
the length of service of soldiers of the Civil War does not in
crease with years, but is an unchangeable fact. Out of a giYen 
number of soldiers now drawing pensions there would be no 
change in their average length of service; and while it is pos
sible that those of longer service might die niore rapidly than 
those of shorter- service and thereby decrease to some limited 
extent the number who served more than one year, the chances 
are that there is no material change whatever. .A very careful 
investigation, as careful as can be made without taking several 
months in going over the rolls and getting the service of ever! 
individual soldier, shows that the rate is about the same, an 
that is that about 71 per cent of the soldiers now upon the 
pensions rolls would, under · House bill No. 1 as passed by that 
body, be entitled to $30 per month. If that is true, as can be 
established beyond any question whate·rnr, the estimate of cost 
made by whoever reported Honse bill No. 1 will have to be 
increased. 

It might be well right here, l\Ir. President, to suggest the 
method adopted to arriYe at the length · of serv.ice of each sol
dier. I thought I had the method here in detail, but I can state 
it generally . . In 1890, after the passage of the act of June 27. 
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1800, Gen. Ilaum, then Commissioner of Pensions, ador>ted a 
card-index: plan co"ering e\ery case in which an application 
was made. He had cards filed in more than 4 75,000 cases. The 
~nrds gave the age of the soldier, the length of service, and 
other data which were necessary at that time. From those 
cards he obtained the :figures that more than 71 per cent of the 
soldiers served more than one year. Since that time several 
estimates have been made. A short time ago some 12,000 nam~s 
of soldiers were drawn at random, and it was found that of 
those 12,000 the number of those who had served a year or more 
a:veraged 71.5 per cent. 

Again, since we have been discussing this subject some 5,400 
additional claims hav-e been adjudicated, and of those 5,4.00 claims 
it has been found that about 72 pe.r cent served more than one 
year. So I think we can safely rely on the estimate that 71 
per cent of the total number of the survivors of the Civil War 
will, under House bill No. 1, be entitled to recetrn a pension 
of $30 per month. 

Mr. CULLOU. Mr. President, I will ask the Senator what 
would the same class of pensioners receive under the bill which 
his committee has reported? 

Mr. McCUl\fBER. I think the estimate is in the neighbor
hood of from $18 to $20 per month. They will receive different 
amounts. 

Dr. Thompson, again referring to this matter, says: 
Within the last two days-

And this testimony was given a short time ago-
Within the last two days I have found some statistics relating to 

the Civil War soldiers who were pensioned under the general law. 
While there were only 12,000, I have had their length of service tabu
lated, and what does it show? It bears out the length of service of 
these 475,000 men. That is, 70.7 per cent of those pensioned under 
the general law served one year and more; 12.6 per cent served nine 
months and less than a year; 7. 7 per cent served six months and less 
than nine ; and 8.1 per cent sffved three months and less than six 
months. 

Mr. President, before closing my remarks· upon this subject, 
I wish to state some reasons why the committee adopted the 
double standard. Ever since the act of .Tune 27, 189-0, at every 
encampment of the Grand Army of the. Republic, the question 
of the stand.a.rd which should go>ern the granting of pensions 
has been considered, and in every instance, with the exception 
of one, I believe, th-e rel}resenmtives of the soldier element of 
the country have unfalteringly stood by the standard of age 
rather than the standard of service. In the last encampment, 
that of 1911, the question came up again because of the bill 
which had been introduced in the House. After listening to an 
argument by the chairman of the Committee on Pensions in 
the House, the committee again took that subject under con
sideration, :and after Yery considerable debate they adhered 
_practically to their old standard. They were perfectly willing, 
of course, to take the extra amount that would be ea.nied by 
the House bill, but they recommep.ded that the Representative 
in charge of that bill should so modify it that it would Jll{)re 
nearly conform to what was known as the Sulloway bill. The 
Sulloway bill was an age bill pure and simple, and, of course,· 
it is an impossibility to conform age and length of service so 
they will more nearly equal each other.. All that we could 
possibly do would be to adopt both of those standards. There
after I attempted to arrive at the sentiment of the members 
of the Grand Army of the Republic; or at least the officers of 
that body, as to their preference if we were compelled to 
decide finally between a pension which should be based only 
npon length of service and one based wholly upon age. From 
ev-eryone I receiled the same reply, that the members of the 
Grand Army of the Republic preferred the age standard rather 
than the length-of-sertice standard, but they desired that we 
should adopt a double standard. 

Ur. P1·esident, without taking any time to read them, I will 
ask to have inserted in my remarks the resol_ution adopted by 
the Grand Army of the Ilepublic at its last encampment; also 
the statement of l\Ir. Torrance, who is past commander in ehief 
of the Grand Army of the Republic; the statement of Mr. 
Washington Gardner, who is ::t member of the pension committee 
of the Grand Army of the Republic; tbe statement of Mr. 
Henry S. Redman, also a member; tile statement of Mr. Samuel 
S. Burdette, also a member; and a rather late report which I 
ha\e from Mr. Redman where he has submitted the question to 
.his particular po t. I think I will read what he states: 

MYRO!'< ADA:YS POST, No. 84, 
DEP.ART:\IEXT OF NEW YORK, GRAND ARMY Oli' THE REPUBLIC, 

Rochester, N. Y., Febrnarv 19, 1912. 
Hon. P. J. fcCuHBER, 

· United States Senate, lVashington, D. 0. 
DEAR SE:\'ATOn: Ilave r("ad proposition Ko. 16, which was adopted 

hy your hono1·able committee a few days ago. I am pleased to say 
that it has met with favorable indorsement by a large majority of the 
comrades in this part of the State. 

While not as liberal as they expected, they will be ;atisfi.ed at this 
time. Speaking for myself, as one of the Grand Army of the Republic 
p~nsion committee, I fu~y indorse. No. lG, and most earnest!~ hope it 
will become a law and will meet with the approval of a major1ty of the 
people and the veterans of the Civil War. Will yon please send me 
two or three copies of the bill, and oblige? -

Sincerely, yours, H. S. REDMAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (l\fr. CURTIS in the chair). 
Without objection, it is orclei·ed that the other docUlilents be 
printed in the RECORD as a part of the speech of the Senator 
from North Dakota. 

The matters referred to are as follows: . 
The only action on the subject of pensions taken by the forty-fifth 

national encampment, which was held at Rochester last August wtts 
embodied in tbe fo]]owing resolution : ' 

"Resolved, Tbat it is the ense of this Forty-fifth National Encamp· 
ment of the Grand Army thll;t .the time has oome to-day, 50 years after 
the outbreak of the great C1v1l War, to deal generously with the sur
vivors of that war; and we unite in asking our comrade, Gen. ISAAC R. 
SHERWOOD, chairman of the Pensions Committee of the House of Ilep
resentatives, to so modify his House bill No. 1 as to make it more 
nearly conform in general feutu1'es to the Sulloway bill, wh.ich pnssed 
the House at the last reguJur session by an immense majority, which 
was indorsed by the legislatm·es -0f 27 States of the Union, and wh.ich is 
understood and approved by a majority of our comrades. And we 
further urge early ,action by Congress, as our comrades are dying at 
the rate of 50,000 per year." 
STATEMENT OF MR. ELL TORRA "CE, OF MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., PAST COM· 

?1.l.A.XDER IN CHIEF OF THE GR.A.ND ARMY OF THD REPUBLIC AND CH.Allt· 
MA~ OF THE NATION.AL PENSION COllfMITTEE OF THE Git.A.XO AR~IY OF 
THE REPUDLIC'. 
Mr. ELL TORRANCE. I am past commander in chief of the Grand Army 

of the Republic and chairm::tn of the national pension committee of the 
Grand Army of the Republic. 

This committee is the only body authorized to officially repre ent and 
speak for the Grand Army of the Rei.mblic on the subject of pensions. 

Early in December last the committee met in this city, all members 
being present, with the exception of Comrade Kelly, of Emporia, Kans. 
In addition to the members of the committee, the present comm:lilder in 
chief, Harvey llJ. Trimble, of Princeton, IlL, was present. We conferred 
upon the subject of pensions, went over the matter thoroughly, and 
adopted the following resolution, which expres es the sense of the com
mittee upon what we regarded as an important mutter rela.ting to this 
subject: -

"Resolved, That it is the sense of this committee that the age and 
service standards should be combined in any pension measure enacted 
by the present Congress, to the end that justice and equity be done to 
all classes of our comrades." • 

That was agreed upon by the six members present and approved by 
the comm:mder in chief. 

STATEMENT OF l\IR. WASHINGTON GA.RDNElt, -PA.ST DEPARTMENT COU· 
llfANDER OF THE DEPARTllIENT OF MICHIGAN·, OX.A.ND ARMY OF THE 
REPUBLIC. 

Now, as to the two bills: I speak the unanimous voice of our com
mittee when I say that we are heartily in accord with the principles of 
the Mccumber or Sen.ate bill in regard to tbe joint standard-age and 
service. 

STATEMENT OF MR. HENRY S. IlEDllIAN, COMMANDER OF POST 84', DEPART• 
l\IR..~T OF NEW YORK, GRAND ARlllY OF THE REPUBLIC. 

Mr. REDllfAN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I nm 
from the great State of New York._ Since the 1st of January, practi
cally speaking, I have done nothing but talk about pen. ions. have 
visited some 12 posts in the western part of the State, in tailing the 
officers in 10 of them, and in each case I have tak n frnm 30 to 4.5 
minutes to talk upon the question of pensicms, explaining to them the 
difiere:nee in the different bills and then getting their ex.pres ion after 
the meetings. . 

I find that 95 per cent of the veterans in western New York to whom 
I have talked-I assume 5,000 or Er,000 altogether-are unanimous In 
favor of a double-standard bill. They will be perfectly satisfied with 
such a bilL 

I had a copy of proposition No. 11 with me at ·nearly every meeting. 
Last Friday night I was in Buffalo, where I addres,sed the largest post 
in. the world, with something over 700 members. Over 400 of them 
were pt'("sent. I had there a copy of the MeCumber Sanate bill. I read 
it and talked upon the bill for 30 minutes. I failed to find one comrade 
in that gathering that was not .absolutely satisfied with a bill of that 
character. 

STATEME:;ijT OF MR. SAMUEL S. BURDETTE, PAST COMMANDER IN CHIEF OF 
THE GRA ""D-ARMY OF THE REPUBLIC. 

If I should say anything at all, it would only b-e to add my voice in 
urging the soTt of but that has been prepared in this committee-you 
may call ·t, if you please, the McCumber bill or the committee bill
that grou-ps age and service. 

I believe that the principle and method of the bill Senator McCU.l\IBEB 
has introduced will appeal, and does appeal, most heartily and thorl 
ouo-hly to the whole body of the ·surviving comrades of the Civil War. ' 

Mr. l\IcCU:MBER. I will defer any further explanation of 
this bill at present, as the Senator from Ohio [l\Ir. PoMERENE] 
has given notice of his desire to speak on the subject. 

l\lr. KENYON. l\fay I ask the Senator from North Dakota a 
question? , 
Th~ PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 

Dakota yield to the Senator from Iowa? 
Mr. McCUMBER. I yicld. 
l\Ir. KENYON. Has the Senator estimated in any way how 

many soldiers now living eYe1· would i·eceive the maximun1 of 
$30 per month under this bill as reported by the committee? 

:Mr. l\IcCU:\IBER. They eould not~ any o( them, unlesf5 they 
lived to be 75 years of age. 
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l\fr. KENYON. Have you estimated with the aid of tables 

of mortality? 
Mr. McCUMBEil.. I have not. 

·Mr. POMERENE obtained the floor. 
l\1r. SMOOT. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CURTIS in the ·chair). The 

Secretary will call the roll. 
The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names : 
Bacon 
Bourne 
Brandegce 
Bristow 
Brown 
Bryan 
Burnham 
Burton 
Chilton 
Clark, Wyo. 
Clarke, Ark. 
Crane 
Culberson 

Cullom 
Curtis 
Dillingham 
du Pont 
Fletcher 
Foster 
Gallinger 
Gardner 
Gore 
Guggenheim 
Hitchcock 
Johnston, Ala. 
Jones 

Kenyon 
Kern 
Lea 
Lippitt 
Mccumber 
Martine, N. J. 
Myers 
Nelson 
Oliver 
Overman 
Page 
Percy 
Perkins 

Poindexter 
Pomerene 
Rayner 
Richardson 
Root 
Simmons 
Smith, Ga. 
Smoot 
'l'ownsend 

- Warren 
Watson 
Williams 
Works 

Mr. NELSON. My colleague [Mr. CLAPP] is unavoidably ab
sent on a committee hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty-two Sena.tors have an
swered to their names. A quol,'um is present. The Senator 
from Ohio will proceed. • 

.!.\fr. POl\IERENE. .!.\Ir. President, I have always favored and 
I will always favor just, liberal, nay, generous pensions to t~e 
old soldiers who went to their country's aid in time of sore dis
tress, and who have been disabled by wound or accident or 
disease, or who, by other misfortune, may not be possessed of 
the comforts of life. I favor extending the country's bounty to 
their widows and to their dependent children. The old soldiers 
and their loved ones have always appealed to my heart-they 
always will. 

This country is now more liberal in the bestowal of pensions 
upon its defenders than it ever was before in its history, and 
it is more "'enerous than any nation on the face of the globe. I 
would not have it otherwise. It pays more pensions to its sol
diers than the Governments of Great Britain, Germany, France, 
and Austria-Hungary combined. I want the Government to go 
into this matter just as far as the finances of the country or 
the merits of the situation will permit or require. No soldier 
who is in want can appeal to me while I occupy a legis~ative 
position in vain. But I am not in sympathy with the thought 
that the soldiers who are in good health or who have a com
petency should receive the same compensation as those who ~re 
wounded or diseased or in want of the common comforts of llfe. 
I do not believe that w~en the Gornrnment pays $30 to the old 
soldier "who hath not where to lay his head," that it should 
at the same time give the sam8 amount to his comrade who may 
be sound in body and in health and have all the reasonable com
forts of life. Especially is this my position when I remember 
that the money is contributed largely by the laboring and strug
gling masses of our country. 

'.rhere is not a dollar paid out for pensions which does not 
represent 1a dollar of taxes which .some man. mus.t pay, and 
the great portion of the taxes of this country is paid by those 
who can illy afford to do so. 

Much has been said of late about the "dollar-a-day pension." 
There is more rn,agic in the words than there is merit in this 
bill, when we come to consider the amount we ru·e already P1:Y
ing, tse state of the reyenues of the Government, and the. m
justices which the bill itself perpetrates as among the soldiers 
themselves. -

If, in the discussion of the pension question, I may seem to 
inject into it some things of a personal nature, I hope that my 
colleagues in the Senate, and my constituents in Ohio, will at
tribute it to a desire to set myself right where my position has 
been misrepresented by a seemingly studied effort. 

I desire to call attention to the history of this bill. 
HISTORY OF THE SHERWOOD BILL. 

During the first session of the Sixtieth Congress, on December 
3, 1907, Gen. SHERWOOD introduc~ H. R;, 7625, to authorize 
"the creation of the volunteer service roll. 

It is commonly known as the dollar-a-day pension bill. It 
provided that the volunteer soldier of the Civil War should be 
entered upon the "volunteer servic!e roll," provided he had 
served with credit as an enlisted man not less than 18 months 
in the field with the troops between July 1.5, 1861, and July 
15, 1865. If he served for 18 months, or if he was wounded in 
line of duty and so disabled as not to be able to serve the 18 
months he would be entitled to a pension of $1 per day during 
his natural life, from the date of his application for pension 
under the act. 

On January 29, 1908, Gen. SHERWOOD made a speech {CoN
GRESSION AL RECORD, YOL 42, pt. 2, p. 1289) on the bill, and gave 
this estimate of the cost to the Government. He said: 

I have been consulting the experts of the Pension Office, and so near 
as I can ascertain it will take the first year about $17 ,500,000. The 
amount will be reduced every year by 15 per cent ; and the experts in 
the Pension Office say that by the end of nine years there will be prac
tically no appropriation called for, because the veterans who will be 
benefited by thfa bill are the older class of soldiers and will practically 
all be dead in nine years. It is estimated in the Pension Office that 
about 175,000 soldiers will be included under the provisions of this bill. 
The estimates of the Pension Office differ as to the average amount the 
veterans are receiving now. It varies from $17.50 a month to $20 
per month. I have m>timated it at $20, and from this estimate it will 
take $17,'500,000 the first year. 

Again, on February 26, 1908, ~n. SHERWOOD spoke upon this 
bill ( CoNGRESSION AL IlECOI!D, vol. 42, pt. 3, p. 2550)' and, among 
other things, said : 

This pension bill will only take about $17,500,000 the fu·st year and 
15 per cent less every year for nine years, when the veterans who belong 
to the older class of soldiers will practically all be gone. 

On December 14, 1909, in the Sixty-first Congress, second ses
sion, Gen. SHERWOOD introduced his second bill, H. R. 5430, 
entitled "A bill for the enactment of a veteran volunteer roll." 
In substance this bill provided that every surviving volunteer 
of the Civil War should be entered upon the roll who sened 
with credit not less than one year with tlloops in said Volunteer 
Army between April 20, 1861, and July 15, 1866. It also pro
vided that if wounded in line of duty and thereby disabled from 
serving one year, or was discharged for disability contracted in 
the service, or was enlisted for one year or more, or was mus
tered out because of the close of the war, or if captured in 
battle or in the line of duty and served in a Confederate prison, 
his name should be entered upon this roll, and all such soldiers 
would receive $1 per day from the date of his application during 
his natural life. 

On February 26, 1910, at the second session of the Sixty-first 
Congress he introduced his third bill, H. R. 21902, entitled "A 
bill to pension certain disabled veterans of the Civil War." In 
substance it provided that each volunteer officer and soldier in 
the Volunteer Ar.my of tl:re Civil War who served with credit 
not less than 90 days between April 20, 1861. and July 15, 1865, 
whose physical or mental condition was such as to i:equire fre
quent and periodical aid and attention of another person, should 
be paid $30 per month during such disability. 

On March 22, 1910 ( CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 45, pt. 4, p. 
3584), he again discussed the cost to the Government of these 
several bills, and said : 

I simply desire to state what my original bill-$1-a-day b~ll-pro
vided for, how much it would have taken out of the Treasury lll 1908, 
when first introduced. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CURTIS in the chair). The 
Senator from Ohio will suspend for a moment. The rules of 
the Senate prohibit a Senator from referring to what was said 
in the other House by a Member of that body when the point 
has been made. The Chair thinks it iS' only proper to call the 
Senator's attention to the fact. 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, I have no desire to tres
pass upon the rules, and I did not think I was doing so. 'rbis 
matter is somewhat of a personal privilege with me, and the 
statements made here go to the question of the cost of the bill. • 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I rise to a point of order. 
I should like to have the rule read and see if it applies so that 
it prohibits a Senator from quoting what appears in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

.!.\Ir. NELSON. I think a Senator is entitled to quote what 
appears in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I do not think that 
violates the rule. • 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will ask the Secre
tary to read the order of procedure from Jefferson's Manual 
and also the Precedents. · 

Mr. POINDEXTER. Mr. President, will the Chair state the 
number? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That the Chair has just di-
rected the Secretary to read. _ 

.!.\Ir. POI1\TDEXTER. What I was inquiring was the number 
of the rule. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
rule. 

The Secretary read as follows: 
HOUSE OF REPRESE.:-lTATIVES. 

1. In order to refer to proceedings in. 
.Jefferson's Manual, section XVII, order .in debate, page D6, ~e have
It is a breach of order in debate to notice ~hat has been said .on. t.he 

same subject in the other House, or the particular votes or maJont~es 
on it there, because the opinion of each Ilonse sbo~ld be left to its 
own independency, not to be influenced by the proce~dmgs of th~ other, 
and the quoting them might beget reflections leadrng to a misunder
standing between the two Houses. 
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Mr. ROOT and 1\fr. GALLINGER addressed the Chair. 1 The last bill inclmles an amendment offered by a member of the Com• 
Th-e PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secl'etary will read fur- mittee on Invalid Pensions, the gentleman from New York [Ml'. BRAD

LEY], who is also on the Military Committee. I simply introduced it 
ther. on the suggestion that, owing to the condition of the Tren.sury, it was 

The Secretary read as follows: not thought possible to pass the dollar-a-day bill during this session for 
all veterans who served one year. It is estimated that it would take 

!47th Cong., 2d sess., Journal, p. 439..] the first year cmt of the Treasury about $22,500,000, with a decrease 
FEBRUARY 28, 1883. every succeeding year of 15 per cent for seven years, when all old vet-

The President pro tempore (Mr. David Davis) decided that it w.as erans would have passed from earth. 
not in o:rde:r to refer to any action had in the House of Representatives The last bill only applies to about 20,000 soldie-rs, and I have the 
upon any question not officially communicated to the Senate~ and the authority of the Pension Office, collfil'med by the Secretary of the In
Senate refu ed to lay an appeal on the table-yeas 24, nays 26. tenor, Mr. Ballinger, that that bill would take about 3 600,000 out ot 

The question of order was withdrawn. {See CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, the Treasury the first year, and this amount would decrease every year 
pp. 3368. 33<39, 3371.) 15 per cent for seven years, when all of the totally disabled soldiers 

2. Not in Qrder to J:ef-er to proceedings of the other House. who are taken eare of by this legislation would be dead. 
[53d Cong., 2d sess., Journal, p. 166.] Ohio _played her part during the great Civil War, and played 

APRIL 25, 1894. it well. Her men and her women, inspired by patriotic Joye 
Mr. Dolph, while addressing the .Senate. proceeded to read an ex.tract of the flag, made great sacrifices. It is the desire of her people, 

from a speech delivered in the House of Representatives upon the pend- · esp ti f t tb t th Id. nd th · ·d h 
ing bill. Mr. Gray raised a question of order that it was not in order to UT ec ve 0 par y, a ose so iers a e1r w1 ows, w o 
.quote and comment upon a speech made during the same CQngress by a sacrificed and ~ered during the war, or are decrepit, diseased, 
Member of the other House upon the same bill. The Vice President or lacking in the comforts of life, as well as their minor chil
(Mr. Stevenson) sustained the point of order, and decided that it was dren, shall be the objects of governmental care, and her people 
out of order in debate to notice what had been said on the same subject 
in the other Hou-se upon the bill. favor giving them liberal pensions . 

.An appeal from the decision was i-aid on the table-yeas 43, nays 2. In recognition of this sentiment the Democratic State con-
(See CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, PP· 4081-4082.) vention at Dayton, Ohio, in June, 1.910, declared in Its platform: 

M:r. ROOT. Mr. President-- We favor the immediate enactment of tile dolla.r-a-day pension bill, 
Mr. POIJ\TD~XTER. Will the S-enator from New York yield introduced and championed in both the Sixtieth and Sixty-first on-

to me for just a moment? gresses by that Democratic veteran, Gen. !&1..Ac R. SHEnwooD, of Ohio. 
1\fr. ROOT. I yield to tbe Senator from Washington. Only one inference can be drawn from the language just 
Mr. POINDEXTER. I did not hear the Secretary state the quoted, namely, that it was regarded to be one and the same 

paragi·aph or page from which he wa.s reading, and I should bill, and it would natumlly follow that the expen e would be 
like to know it. one and the same, making due allowance for decreases due to 

l\Ir. ROOT. He first read· from page 96 of Jefferson's death . . 
Manual. I had the honor to be named as the e.a.ndidate of the Demo-

.Mr. BACON. l\fr. President, I th.ink it is the fault both of cratie Party for lieutenant governor upon that platform. It 
the clerk and Senators on the .fioor. None -0f them speak loud pledged the party in favor of the doIIai·-a-day pension bill"' 
enough to be heard. I heard neither the clerk nor the Senator which would eost the Government from $17 ,500,000 to $22,500,QOO. 
from Washington. Would that justify my voting for a new and a different bill, 

Mr. POINDEXTER. I was simply inquiring as to the num- which was drawn filld introduced into Congress more than nine 
ber of the page and paragraph which was read. months later, because it bears the same name, and which the 

The SECRETARY. Page 3G6, "Precedents-Decisions on points Pension Bureau says will cost, and whieh I believe will cost, 
of order in the United States Sen..1-t~1789-1909, Gilfry." $75,000,000 yearly in addiUon to the $150,000',000 and more now 

Tbe PRESIDD~G OFFICER. The Chair wishes to state that required for the pension roll? 
be simply ma-de the ann.ouneement because refei·-ence was made Personally I d"O 1wt believe that any pension measure wh:ieh 
to what was said in the other House. No point has been made embodies the principle of age alone or of service alone will 
on it, and there is no use to take up the time -0f the Senate work out equitably. My judgment is that a combination of the 
unless some Senator makes the point. two elements ought to be taken into consideration. But while 

Mr. CULBERSON. Do I understand that the Chair hol-ds it this is my personal opinion, in view of the action of the Ohio 
not to be in order? Democratic State convention and of the representations which 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair made no ruling. The were made as to th-e cost of the measure-if we call it one and 
Chair was simply calling attention to the rule, beeause reference the same-I would vote for it if such a measure were now 
was being made as to what had been said or done in the other before the Senate and the appropriation required did not ma
House. Th~ Chair ann-0-unced that no point had been made, but terially exceed the amount represented. 
he thought it only fair to call the attention of the Senator from On April 4, 19H, at the first s~ssion of the Sixty-second Con
Ohio to the rule. There ha.s been no intimation on the part of gress, more than nine months after the Dayton eonvention, Gen.. 
the Chair that the Senator was without the rule, but as the SRERWOOD introduced his fourth bill, H. R. 1, entitled "A bill 
Senator was refe1Ting -t-0 what had occurr€d in the House he granting a service pension to eertaln defined veterans of the 
thought it only proper that the rule b;e rea:d; that is all. Civil War." It provided that any person who served in the mili-

Mr. ROOT. Mr. President, I wish to suggest that the Senator ta.ry or naval service during the Civil War and who was honor
from Ohio was not ad.dressing himself oo :anything that wa-s said ably discharged should receive a pension as follows: 
upou the bilI which is now under consideration, but hB was giv- For 90 days' service or more, and less than <:> months, $15 
ing an interesting historical review of what had happened upon per month. 
previous bills, and surely we can revert to the parliamaitary For service of 6 months or more, and les.s than 9 months, '$20 
history of our country so far as the other House has ta.ken part per month. 
in it. If we can not go back to 191-0 we can not go back to For service of 9 months or mo~ and 'less than l year, $25 
1810, and we would be cut off entirely from the parliamentary per month; and 
history of the country. For a serviee of 1 year or more, $30 per month. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Ohio will .And every soldier who was wounded in battle or on duty, 
proceed. and thereby disabled, or who suffered from disease in line ot 
· Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, as I stated before, I feel duty, was to be given $30 per month pension, irrespective o:t 
that I would be the last man or one of the last men in this his length of service, provided that no one who was receiving 
body to trespass upon the rules of the Senat~. I think I under- $25 per month or more under the act should be entitled to a.d
stand wha.t decorum in . debate ought to be. .But there is a mission to any national SQldier's home, and no State home 
question before the country now as to what pension legislation should receive any governmental aid on account -of any person 
we shall have. what we ought to have, wha.t the cost of this who was in receipt of a pension of $25 a month or more. 
Jegislation is going to be. There has been a contention in behalf The second section of the bill provided that any soldier of the 
of House bill No. 1 that it would cost a. given amount, and a Civil War wounded in battle or on duty and who was thereby 
given amount only, on the one side. It is contended cm the other unfit for manual labor, or who from dii;ease or other causes in,. 
side that it would cost a given .other am-0unt. Now, may I not urred in line of duty, resulting in disability, is unable to pel:."
be permitted to show what these several contentions are and form manual labor, should be paid $30 per month without regard 
wliat tile reasons for those contentions are .and th-e conclusions to the length of service. • 
to which each side of the controversy arrive? It was with that Section 3 pr·ovided that no one should be entitled to a penslon 
end in mind that I was quoting from these -:;peeches to show under the act who was in receipt of an annual income of $1,000 
what it was believed the es.timat:ed cost of the several bills or more. 
would be. ESTHIATE O'F THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 

In speaking further upon fhis subject, Gen. SHERWOOD, said: 
Also what my second bill, the dollar-a-day bill oi .1'909, which in-

cluded soldiers who served one year, provided for. . 
Also what my last bill of February .26, 1910, which is .really not my 

bill, provides for. 

On April 11, 1911, when the Sh~rwood bill, No. 1, was pending, 
the Secretary of the Interior, in reply to a letter of inquiry from 
Gen. SHERWOOD, advised him that under his bill the actual in
crease in the annual value of the pension roll, based on the num-
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per of pensioners on the ro11 June 30, 1910, would be $15,671,880, 
but he did ·not .make any deductions for those who niight be in
mates of the national homes, and as there was no data avail
able showing the number of survivors of the Civil War who 
bad incomes of $1,000 or over, no deduction was made because 
of this exception in the bill. ( CoNGBESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 48, 
62d Cong., 2d sess., p. 146.) 

In August, 1911, the chairman of the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions ma.de a report on the cost of H. R. ~. In this report he 
did not give the estimated cost of the bill furnished by the Sec
retary of the Interior, but referred to the report_, and said with 
respect to it, on page 5 : 

T he chairman of the committee asked the Pension Bureau for the 
~stimated cost· of House bill 1, but owing to the s ection which excludes 
soldiers with a net income per year of $1,000 or over from the benefits 
of this act, tbe Pension Bureau .refused to make any estimate of the 
aggregate cost of the bill. This refusal was based on the ground that 
the bureau bas no data upon which to make such estimate. After n 
poll of some 20 Grand Army of the Republic posts the estimate nms 
from 20 to 30 per cent. 

Apparently this means that from 20 })er cent to 30 per cent 
of the members of those posts have an annual income of $1,000 
or more. The chairman of the committee then proceeds to make 
an estimate of the cost of the bill, and by his method reaches 
the conclusion that the aggregate cost would be ·$28,858,000, 
and that because the Pension Bureau could only handle 200,000 
cases the first year, it would take from the Treasury during 
that year only 15,718,000. But a careful reading of the 
methods of computation will frurly demonstrate that it is 
wholly unreliable. 

To illustrate: He calls attention to the fact that the House 
bill provides for four classes of pensions-$15 per month, $20 
}>er month, $25 per month, and $30 per month, rated on the 
l~ngth of ·service. He then strikes the average as being $22.50 
per month, or $270 per year, and multiplies this by the number 
of soldiers estimated by him to be in the service, and arrives at 
a total of a little over $34,000,000, to which he adds $3,000,000 
as being the cost of the disability section of the bill, and then 
deducts 22 per cent (what this is I do not know, unless it be 
that it is an attempt to deduct the proportion of those who 
have incomes exceeding $1,000), and arrives at his net estimate 
of $2 ,858,000. It i quite apparent that it is unfair to say 
that the average rate per month is $22.50, unless it should also 

· appear that the number of soldiers in ea.ch of the four classes · 
was the same. Or, to make it still plainer, if there were two 
of each class, then the average would be right; but if there 
were two in each of the first three classes and six in the last 
class, then the average would be wrong. 
~d -this en-or is clearly indicated on page 6 of the report 

when it says : . 
There are, however, more surviving soldiers who served more -than 

one year than for a less period. 
Tt is said that a poll of 20 Grand Army posts was made, and 

from these it is "estimated that from 20 to 30 per cent" of the 
members receive a net income of $1,000 and oYer per year. 
While the Secretary of the Interior made the total cost of the 
bill $75,671,880 and made no deduction for those who had an 
income of $1,000 per year and over, if the estimate of 20 to 30 
per cent as the proportion of the soldiers who have an income 
of $1,000 per year and over is correct, it would have been an 
easy matter to deduct from the total given by the Secretary of 
the Interior this 20 or 30 per cent and thereby arrive at the 
actual cost to the Government of the bill as it was originally 
introduced. 

The information contained ln the letter of the Secretary of 
the Interior as to the cost of the Sherwood bill was not dis
closed to the House of Representatives until it was read by 
Hon. LYNDEN EVANS, a l\fem~er of the House from Illinois, on 
December 9, 1911, nearly eight months after the Jetter was 
written. 

On December 13, 1911, H. R. 1, introduced Apiil 4, 1911, 
was passed by the House after it had been amended to give 
a $30-per-month pension to all who served in the Mexican W.a.r
to strike out that part of the bill which provided that no on~ 
in receipt of a pension of $25 per month, or more, should be 
entitled to admission or residence in a national soldiers"' home· 
to strike out that part of the bill which provided that no Stat~ 
pr Territorial home should recel ve Government aid for those 
soldiers who were in receipt of $25 01· more per month; and to 
strike OlJt section 3 of the bill, which excluded from its pro
visions those who had an income of $1,000 per year or more. 

The bill, therefore, as it paEsed the House, contained all of 
·those pronsions which were the basis of the estimate of the 
Secretary of the Interior, struck out all the elements which 
were not included 'in the estimate, and added thereto the in
crea ·e of pensions to be paid to the soldiers of the Mexican War 
and to that extent increased the total cost above the Secretary'~ 
figures. 

CRITICISMS OF THE ESTIM\\TE OF .THEJ S ECRETARY OF THE TNTl'.:RIOR. 

On January 8, 1912, after House bill N o. 1 had passed the 
House and reports were sent out to t he -effect that it was esti
mated by the Pension Bureau that the bill would add $rn,000,000 
to the pension roll the author of the bill made a speech in the 
House severely criticizing this estimate. It was made on April 
11, 1911. It showed the annual increase to which the pen
sioners on the roll on January 30, 1910, would be entitled if the 
bill should become a law. 

1n the speech to whicll I ha·rn referred, it was said that 52,000 
soldiers had died between the date upon which the Bureau of 
Pensions based its estimate and January 8, 1912, and that, there
fore, the report was excessive to the amount of $18,72-0,000, if 
the soldiers received $30 per month under House bill No. 1, and 
if those who served one year and OYer were three times a s mn_ny 
as those who served under one year, and the latter were aver
aged at" $240 per year," he then draws the conclusion that "the · 

· report of the Pension Bureau is wrong by 12,480,000." 
While not conceding, I will assume tlrnt these figures are cor

rect for the sake of this argument. In making his computation 
he accepts the figures of the Pension Bureau in its annual Tel)ort 
for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1911, ns to the n umber of men 
who served six months and under one year as 107,566, and .the 
number who sened three manths and less than six months as 
44,510 men-designated in his s11eech as· hundred-day men-antl 
the num!Jer who serTed for a less period 1,590, making an aggre
.gate of 153,666. But he does not accept the total giYen by the 
Pension Bureau of all soldiers on the pension roll as 5W,884. 
Waiving this, however, he estimates that there are 335,046 
soldiers "Who, at the rate of $30 per. month, would receive 
$120,616,560, and 153,666 short-term men who, at the rnte of ~'.20 
per month, would receive $36,879, 40. This totals $157,49G,400. 
He then deducts $104,980,110, the amount paid Civil War 
SQldiers last year, according to official .reports, "'hich leaves 
$52,516,290 as the cost of the bill. 

It clearly appears that this estimate is not correct; first, be
cause it does not contain any account of the l\Iexican soldiers 
or the pensions to be paid to them; and, secondly, the $104,983,110 
includes both the pensions paid during the last year to the sol
diers now living, .as well as to the soldiers who died within tha.t 
time. Hence, it must follow that in oTder to snow the acbml 
cost of the Sherwood bill it is necessary to deduct from the 
amount })aid last year the amount of pensions which have 
lapsed by death. Or, to look at this in another way, the ap
propriations by the Sherwood bill, so called, include, foT the 
living soldiers first, pensions at the rate paid them during the 
last year; secondly, all of the pensions which were paid to their 
comrades who died during the last year; and, third, increases 
provided in the present bill. 

Or-, in other words, if $12,480,000 was paid to 52,000 soldiers 
who died since the date which makes the basis of the report of 
the Pension Bureau, then this amount, or at least so much of it 
as represents pensions which lapsed during the last year, ought 
to be added to the total of $52,51.6,2!)0 in orde1· to arri"ve at the 
total cost of the Sherwood bill. I am assuming, without a·d
mitting, that the figures given by him as a basis of his computa
tion are correct. Later on in his speech of January 8, 1912, 
the conclusion is reached . that the bill as it passed the House 
will cost only $43,056.210. 

On January 22, 1912, in .his testimony before the Senate Com
mittee on Pensions, he said, (P. 26 of !Iearings before tlie 
Committee on Pensions in the United States Senate), his bill 
in the original form as reported to the House would cost 
$34,250,000, and that as it passed the House and was then pend
ing in the Senate, it would cost $45,730,890. 

I have the very greate8t respect for Gen. SHERWOOD because 
of the great services he rendered his country during the war, 
and I know his love for the old comr.ades, but it does seem to 
me that he can not be very clear as to the cost of his bill, in 
view of tlle varying estimates he has given. 

His first bill he thought would cost $17,500,000; his second 
bill, $22,500,000; his third, the disability bill, $3,600,000; and 
his fourth bill, according to his report to the House on August 
11, 1911, would cost ' 28,858,000. In his speech on January 8, 
1912, be estimated the cost of this bill as it passed the House 
at $43,056,210. In his testimony before the Senate Committee 
on Pensions (p. 26) he thought the cost of the original bill, as 
reported to the House, would be $34,250,000, and as the bill theri 
stood in the Senate be believed it would cost $45,730,000. 

ELEMENTS OF Ul\CERTADfTY. 

One of the elements of uncertainty in the estimated cost of • 
the bill is the ratio of the number of soldiers now living and 
drawing pensions who served less than a year to those who 
serve<;} one year and over. An examination of the speech of 
January 8, 1912, will show that the conclusion reached was 
based not upon actual statistics of any rpl~~ility, but purely 
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:upon probabilities. Without presuming to go into details it 
:was then attempted to show that the number of men who served 
under one year is materially greater than that contended for 
by the Bureau of Pensions, and that the number who ser-ved one 
year and oyer is proportionately less. This computation is ar
rived at on the assumption that none of those who enlisted for 
short terms ever reenlisted; when, as a matter of fact, there 
.were many soldiers who enlisted twice and three times in the 
service. 

After this speech was made I called the attention of the Pen
~ion Bureau to the estimated cost of the Sherwood bill as con
.tained in the department's letter of April 11, 1911, 'to Gen. 
SHERWOOD, chairman of the Committee on Invalid Pensions and 
also to the criticisms of this report as contained in the speech 
by Gen. SHERWOOD under date of January 8, 1912, and asked 
what; if any, modifications they might desire to make. Under 
date of January 25, 1912, the Secretary of the Illterior answered 
my letter, and I ask that it may be printed as an appendix to 
my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

l\fr. POl\IERENE. From this letter the following facts may 
be gleaned : 

On June 30, 1911, there were on the pension roll 471 336 sol
diers who would be entitled to the increased rates of the bill. 
'From this is deducted 15,000, being the deaths from July 1, 
1911, to January 1, 1912, leaving 456,336 soldiers who would be 
entitled to the increase under the Sherwood bill. Under the 
form of computation hereafter given the cost under section 1 of 
the bill is $73,244,048. Under section 2 of the bill which is for 
disability pensions, the estimate is $2,500,000, making a total of 
$75,744,048. There are no figures now in the Pension Bureau 
from which the officials can gb·e to a mathematical certainty 
the exact number of the long-term or of. the short-term soldiers, 
but they reach the number with substantial accuracy in the 
way I now give. 

UODE OF ESTIMATING COST. • 

On June 27, 1890, n law was passed granting pensions to 
soldiers and sailors of the Civil War who were incapacitated 
from the performance of manual labor. Under this act 669 463 
invalid claims were filed. ' 

_ The Commissioner of Pensions at that time adopted the prac-
tice of making out and placing with the files in each case a 
statistical card, upon which was entered the name of the soldier 
or sailor who applied for the pension, the date of his enlistment 
and date of his discharge, together with other data. Some 
cards contained data only with reference to one enlistment 
when there may have been two enlistments, or even three en~ 
listments. The pensions under the act of June 27, 1890, de
pended upon the disability to perform manual labor and not 
upon the length of service. . 

These cards were ·later withdrawn from the files and were 
t abula ted. At that time it appeared that 71 per cent of those 
who had filed their claims under this law served one year and 
oyer; 12.5 per cent seryed nine months and less than one year; 
7.5 per cent serrnd six months and less than nine months; and 
8.4 per cent served three months and less than six months. 

Gen. SHERWOOD (see his testimony on page 34 of the hearings 
before the Committee on Pensions of the United States Senate, 
Sixty-second Congress, gi\en January 22, 1912) and others who 
criticized these :figvres contend that the ratio of those who 
serYed one year and more to those who served less than one 
year is materially less than the figures of the department, and 
that at the close of the war 45 per cent of the soldiers were 
short-term soldiers, serving less than one year. His estimate is 
based upon the :figures contained itl the roster of the War 
Department, which gives the number and term of enlistment. 
But this roster fails to show what was the fact, namely, that 
many of those who are included in the short-term enlistments 
reenlisted a second and even a third term, so that the ratio of 
thof:e who served less than one year to those who served one 
year and over is materially different from the ratio deducible 
from the figures giving merely the numbers and term of enlist
ment. Hence these figures can not be relied upon. As a matter 
of fact, the authorities differ as to the number of such re
enlistments and -variously estimate them at from 370 000 to 
716,787, and in a published memorandum of the War Depart
ment, issued in 1896, it is estimated . that the mean between 
these two extremes is a fair approximation of those who ren
dered two or more services during the Civil War and this 
estimate makes the number 543,393. Dr. Thompson,' the statis
tician of the Pension Bureau, is of the opinion that 135,848 
survfrors of the Civil War are now on the pension roll who 
served mo or more enlistments. 

As further showing the correctness of the figures of the . de
partmen t and the unreliability of the figures of those who esti-

mate the third-term soldiers at 45 per cent of the total number 
Dr. Thompson, in his testimony before the Senate committee on 
JanuaTy 22, 1912, states: 

. '\Yithin the l~st two days I have found some statistics relating to the 
Civil War soldiers who were pensioned under the general law. WhUe 
there were only 12,000, I have had their length of service tabulatea 
and what . does }t sho:w? ,.., It bears out the length of service of thes~ 
475,000 men. :rhat is, 10.7 per cent of those pensioned under the 
general law served one year and more; 12.6 per cent served nine 
months and less than a year; 7.7 per cent served six months and less 
!:~:th~~e; and 8.1 per cent served three months and less than six 

In the testimony before the Senate Committee on Pensions 
January 22, 1912, Mr. Washington Gardner, past department 
c?mmander of the Department of 1\Iichigan, disputed the figures 
gn-en by Dr. Thompson, and said (p. 48) : 

I can not understand how my good friend here can figure that 71 
per cent serve9 one year or more, when the figures I have just read 
amount to 861,873 out of a total number of enlistments of 2 700 000 
plus. ' · 

That is, 861,873 was_ given by Mr. Gardner as the number 
of the short-term soldiers. 

Assuming these figures are correct, they show that the ratio 
of ~e. long-term men is 68.1 per cent of the total, making a 
variation of _but 2.9. per cent from the estimate of Dr. Thompson. 

Further, smce this controversy arose the department has been 
tabulating the cases which came up for review and allowance 
beginning January 23, and these figures ar furnished me by th~ 
department. Between Janu:r'ry 23 and 31, inclusive, the total 
number of cases examined was 1,351. Of these cases 71.5 per 
cent sen·ed one year and over. During the month of February, 
from 1st to 29th, inclusive, the department ·reviewed and allowed 
4,453 claims. Of this number 73.6 per cent served one year and 
oyer. The exact figures furnished are contained in the follow
ing table: 

Tabulation iti Bureau of Pensions, January 23-31, inclusive. 
Three months---------------------------------------------

!~~=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
138 
105 
142 
234 
317 
343 

72 

Total----------------------------------------------- 1.351 
Per cent for one year and over______________________________ 71. 5 

377 
290 
482 
870 

1, ()25 
1,097 

21!! 

p Total----------------------------------------------- 4.353 
er cent for one year and over______________________________ 73. 6 

These tables show with reasonable certainty the correctness 
of the department's figures. The only uncertainty about them is 
due to the fact that no record has been kept of the length of 
service of those who haYe passed away. The department as
sumes that the long-service and short-service men ha\e been 
dying in the same ratio. This is borne out by the statistics which 
the department has gathered from year to year. And again, the 
records show that the a-verage age of those who enlisted during 
the latter part of the war for short terms was greater than the 
average of those who enlisted during the earlier part of the war 
and who served for longer periods. 

Those who criticize the figures of the department attempt to 
make much capital out of the fact · that its estimates are based 
upon cards .and records more than 20 yen rs old, and therefore 
are said to be unreliable. A little consideration will show that 
such criticism is scarcely worthy of notice. It must be con
ceded that tlle length of service is an unchangeable quantity. 
Time can not efface it. The day of muster in and the day of 
muster out are the same. The length of service of a soldier is 
the same yesterday, to-day, and forever. If the record is to be 
questioned because of its age, it must follow with equal force 
that when a man marries and makes a record of his marriage 
and afterwards of the birth of his children, as he is blessed 
with each arrival, and a period of 20 years or more elapses, it 
would be wholly unreliable because of its age. As a matter 
of fact, as well as of law, the age of a record adds to rather 
than detracts from its force. 

COST OF HOUSE BILL NO. 1. 

The estimated increase of House bill No. 1, as shown by the 
letter of the Secretary of the Interior under date of April 11. 
1911, was $75,671,880. By a reference to the letter addressed 
to me by the Secretary of the Interior under date of January 
25, 1912, it will appear that the former estimate was an under
statement rather than an overstatement of the cost. 
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. In the first place, it was basoo upon a proposed bill that did 
not have the nine-month rate of $25 per month. If this had been 
included, it would have increased the suin total by $3.345,480. 

In the second place, the number of pensioners given in that 
estimate was 472,603. '.rhe total number of survivors on the 
roll June 30, 1910, was 562,615. In other words, the number of 
beneficiaries given in the estimate was 90,012 less than the 
number of survivors on the roJl June 30, 1910. The figures 
used did not include those survivors who were on the pension 
roll at odd rates, such as $6, $10, $12, $16, $22, and $25 per 
month. But they were offset by the statistician by the numb-er 
of those rvho had been dropped by death from the roll between 
June 30. 1910, and Aprn 11, 1911. 

In the third · place, the survivors of the Mexican War were 
not included, of whom on December 16, 1911, there were 1,398. 
The beneficiaries not included in this estimate were 21,795. 
The decrease in the number Qf survivors on the roll between 
July 1, 1910, and April 1, 1911, was 24,019. Had the 21,795 
soldiers been included the estimated cost would have been in 
excess of $80,000,000. 

On December 16, 1911, the Secretary of tile Interior fur
nished the chairman of the Committee on Pensions of the 
United States Senate the following statement of the cost of 
Hom:e bill No. 1 (Sherwood bill) . With ·the permission of the 
Senate I should like to insert the statement. 

T he PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, permission 
to do o is granted. 

The statement referred fo is as follows: 

Present Proposed Annual 
Number of increase Total increase 

Length of service. pensioners. ~~~~ rate per per pen- per annum. month. sianer. 

llmonths .•...••...•...... 143 $6 $15 8108 $15, 444 
205 8 15 84 17, 2'20 
185 1D 15 60 ll, 100 

20, 422 12 15 36 735, 192 
702 14 15 12 8, 424 

6months .•.•••..•..... _ _ 124 6 20 168 20;832 
183 8 20 144 26,:352 
165 IO 20 120 19, 800 

18,234 12 20 96 1, 750, 464 
627 14 2<1 72 45 , 144 

8, 255 15 20 €0 4!)5,300 
189 16 20 48 9, 072 

1,908 17 20 36 68,688 
9 months •••••••••...•.... 206 6 25 228 46,968 

305 8 25 204 62, 220 
275 IO 25 180 49,500 

30,391 12 25 156 4, 740, 996 
1, 044 14 25 132 137,808 

13, 758 15 25 120 1, 650, !JOO 
315 16 25 IDS • 34,020 

3, 180 17 25 96 305,280 
8,971 20 25 €0 538, 260 

1S2 22 25 36 6, 552 
3,893 24 25 TI 46, 716 

1 year and over ••.••..... 1, 169 6 30 288 336,672 
1, 732 8 30 264 457, 248 
1,564 10 30 240 375,360 

172, G21 12 30 216 '.fl,285, 136 
5,932 14 20 192 1, 138, 944 

78, 148 15 30 180 14,066, 640 
1, 787 16 30 168 300,216 

18, 063 17 30 156 2,817, 828 
1 52,351 20 30 120 6,282,120 

1, 036 2'2 30 96 99, 456 
22, 113 24 30 72 1,592, 136 

9.58 25 30 GO 57,430 -
Total •• "'" •... - . .. - . 471,336 ---------- ---------- ------- --- 75,651,54& 

1 Includes 1,393 survivors of the War with Mexico. 

Mr. POJ\fERENE. This shows the number on the pension roll 
June 30, 1911, to have been 471,336. The decrease due to death 
from July 1, 1911, to January 1, 1912, was about 15,000. The 
average increased cost per pensioner is $160.50. l\Iultiplying 
this by the number of deaths (15,000) would decrease the esti
mate $2,407,500, leaving the net increase in the value of the 
pension roll at $73,244,048. 

I believe these figures are not very far from .the exact in
crease in cost. · There i s, however, likely to be a probable in
crease, as will appear from the following facts. 

Some time ago a comparison of the reports of the Pension 
Bureau with the records of the War Department showed 60,000 
soldiers listed in the War Department whose names did not 
appear in the records of the Pension Office. They are desig
nated in the Pension Department as the " unknown army." 
Since then a \ery substantial number of these have applied for 
pensions, and their names now appear upon the pension roll. 
It i s not improbable that additional applications may be made 
by tllose who are included in this "unknown army" still sur
viving. If so, to that extent the cost of the bill, if it should 
become a law,- would be increased. 

PENSION LEGISLATION. 

Up to June 30, 1911, the Government paid in pensions to 
Civil War veterans $3,985,719,836.93. .Since that date it has 
paid out approximately another $100,000,000. Last year alon~ 
it paid out $157 ,325,160.35. I do not refer to these figures com
plainingly. I am glad the old soldiers got the pensions. It is 
not ;a question of how much we want to pay; the question is, 
How much can we pay? 

J\.Ir. BROWN. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 
Mr. POMERENE. Certainly, I yield. 
Mr. BROWN. Is not the question rather what we ought to 

pay? 
Mr. POI\IERENE. l\Ir. President, in one sense of the word 

that is true, but when it comes to what constitutes the "ought" 
or the " duty " in the premises we must look at it from two 
viewpoints--one from the standpoint of the soldiers and the 
other from the standpoint of the men who pay the taxes. 

l\fr. KENYON. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield to the Senator from Iowa? 
Mr. POMERENE. I yield. 
Mr. KEI!\1YON. The Senator from Ohio says we should pay 

what we can pay. ~snot the proposition that we can pay what 
we ought to pay? 

Mr. POMEREl\Tfil. Mr. President, I do not 1..""Dow that we can 
pause, when it comes to a question of this kind, to analyze to a 
hair's breadth the nicety of the proposition. I belieYe in liberal 
pensions-very liberal pensions-but when it comes to a ques
tion as to what we ought to do, let me submit this suggestion: 
Two men appear before us; one man is poor in this world's 
goods; he is decrepit; he is aged; and we give to him a $30-a
month pension. I want to say that if it is necessa1·y to his com
fort that he shall have $50 per month I am willing to give it 
to him; but I would treat that man differently from the other 
soldier, who perhaps may ha-ve rendered an equal service to 
his country, but who has be2n blessed with a goodly portion of 
this world's goods, who is himself in good health, and is sur
rounded by the comforts of life. 'That is my way of looking 
at the proposition. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 
Mr. POMERENE. I yield. 
Mr. BROWN. As I understand the position of the Senator 

from Ohio, he is in favor of the substitute bill that the majority· 
of the committee reported? 

Mr. POMERENE. I am. 
Mr. BROWN. That bill nowhere makes it necessary to in

quire into the property or the condition of the soldier. - It 
fixes two standards, those of age and service alone; that is 
the only test made in the bill which the Senator now favors. 
Now, why does he urge that we give consideration to another 
factor, and that, the condition of each man and his particular 
needs? 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, I fear the Senator's ques
tion does not address itself to the answer which I made to the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. KENYON]. As a matter of fact, if it 
were left to me alone, I would discriminate between the man 
who should receive a bounty from the Go-vernment and who is 
rich and the man who is in poverty-stricken circumst:mces. I 
am told that there is one pensioner in the State of Ohio who ,is 
worth $3,000,000. Let me suggest that, if I am very far wrong 
in ta.king into consideration the pensioner's financial condition, 
I have fallen into the same error that the distinguished author 
of House bill No. 1 fell into when he inserted in his bill a pro· 
vision ·excepting from its bounty those who had an income of 
$1,000 per year and over. 

1\fr. BRYAN. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield to the Senator from Florida? 
Mr. POMERENE. I yield. 
Mr. BRYAN. May I snggest to the Senator from Ohio that 

it was attempted in the Committee on Pensions to place back 
into this substitute bill the same provision exempting from the 
~nefits of the act those who had an income of $1,000 per 
annum? 

Mr. POl\fERENE. The Senator from Florida. is correct. 
Mr. BROWN. But. the committee voted adversely on that 

proposition. • 
Mr. POl\fERENE. The Senator from Nebraska is correct in 

that statement. · , 
l\Ir. BROWN. And by an overwhelming majority the Honse 

struck that provision out of the bill. 
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Mr. POMERENE. I think the Senator is again correct. 
1\fr. BROWN. And, as a matter of fact, it ought to be stricken 

out. I am correct again, am I not? 
Mr. POl\fERE:NE. In that re pect the Senator from Ne

·braska, in my judgment, is entirely wrong. 
Ought we now to add to the pension roll $73,244,048? The 

original estimates of the Treasury Department showed that the 
receipts during the present fiscal year would be $33,000,000 in 
excess of the expenditures. But the receipts have so fallen off 
within the last few months that it is believed they will not 
exceed the expenditures for the fi scal year more than about 
$15,000,000. If so, and the receipts and expenditures for pur
poses other than the new pension legislation remain about the 
same during the next year, there would be a deficit at the end 
of the year due to this bill of the difference between $73,244,048 
and the $15,000,000, amounting to $58,244,048. How shall this 
be met? It must be in one of two ways-either by immediately 
increasing taxation or by issuing bonds which must be paid by 
future taxation. Should this be done? We all want to be 
generous to the old soldier, but we must riot · be unjust to those 
who pay the taxes, many of whom are neighbors of the old 
·soldier, and many of whom are deserving sons of his comrades 
who have passed away. 

I do not belie1e that the great body of the ..old soldiers, when 
they understand the situation, will ask the Government to 
be unduly embarrassed, or to increase taxes, or to issue 
bonds. 'l'hat they expect some additional pension legislation 
I do not doubt. That Congress is willing to give them a 
reasonable increase is apparent. The only question is, How 
much? 

Mr. KE~TYON. Mr. President--
'.fhe PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield to the Senator from Iowa? 
Mr. POMERENE. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. KENYON. Is there not another way that this expendi

ture could be met? Does th~ Senator not believe that the 
Government could be administered much more economically, 
at least for a few years, until the increased pensions were 
paid? 

Mr. WILLIA.i"\IS. It could be; but it will not be. 
Mr. PO.MERENE. 1\Ir. President, that is a very pertinent 

inquiry, and I want to say to the Senator from Iowa that I 
will join with him in every effort that he may make to econo
mize in every line of exnenditure by our Government. 

Mr. KENYON. 1\Ir. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield further to the ·senator from Iowa? 
l\ir. POl\fERENE. I yield. 
l\Ir. KENYON. I have introduced a bill to reduce mileag~. 

Will the Senator join in that? 
l\fr. POl\fERENE. I will join in that. 
l\fr. KENYON. I am glad to ha1e some support for it. 

. l\1r. WILLIAl\fS. That would not pay many pensions. 
1\Ir. TOWNSE~"D and l\fr. NELSON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield, and to whom? 
Mr. PO~IERENE. I yield first to the Senator from Michigan. 

I can not resist him. 
Mr. TOWNSEND. I thank the Senator. I have thought 

many times of another means of economy which lll.ight be prac
ticed, and I was wondering if the Senator from Ohio had taken 
it into consideration. We have been in the habit for years of 
passing what is known as a public-buildings bill, carrying many 
millions of dollars for the erection of public buildings in places 
where there has been no demand for them whatever and at 
several times the cost for which private enterprise would have 
put up buildings. I was wondering if it would not be better for 
the Government to spend a little more money on pensions and 
less on public buildings, in view of the fact that we can obtain 
offices at a rental price through private enterprise, get just as 

,good buildings as we get now, and make a saving of many 
millions a year? · 

l\fr. POl\fERENE. Mr. President, from the long service of 
the Senator from Michigan in the other House and the vigor 
with which he looks after the interests of his constituents, I 
feel quite sure, considering the short term of my public service, 
that he has, perhaps, asked for many public buildings where I 
have asked for one, but I am entirely willing to join·hands with 
him now in order to economize in that direction. May I add 
that before this session began I was advised that the House 
had already economized in that behalf by reducing the appro
priation for public buildings by $16,000,000 iQ. order that they 
might to some extent help to pay these pensions. 

Mr. TOWNSEND and Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. To whom does the Senator 

f rom Ohio yield? 

Mr. POMERENE. I yield, first, to the Senator from Michi-
gan. · . 

l\fr. TOWNSEND. I was going to suggest further, in that 
connection, that while the House may have reduced appropria
tions for pu):>li.c buildings, the Senator from Ohio ought to re
serve his judgment as to the saving accomplished until the bill 
finally becomes a law, because it is quite certain before it gets 
through it will carry an appropriation quite equal to the usual 
amount. 

Mr. PO::\IERENE. Mr. President, when it comes to a matter 
of economy in the public expenditures, I will be under great 
obligations to the Senator from Michigan if he will call my at
tention to the particulars in which we can save, and I will help 
to hold up his hands. 

1\fr. BROWN. Mr . President--
1.rhe PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 
Mr. POl\fERENE. I yield to the Senn.tor from NelJraska. 
Mr. BROWN. With all these economies accomplished, of 

course the Senator then would be willing to pass the bill in the 
form carrying the larger amount for the old soldiers? 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. Pre ident, I would save the money 
before I attempted to expend it. 

l\fr. NEWLA.l'l"DS. l\fr. President--
The PRESIDI JG OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield to the Sena.tor from Nevada? 
l\fr. POMERE:NE. I yield to the Senator from Nevada. 
l\fr. NEWLA.i.'IT)S. I would suggest to the Senator from Ohio 

that, instead of halting the great constructive work of the 
country on our waterways, our public buildings, and in co
operation with the States in the making of good roads, anu so 
forth, it might be well for Senators who are pressing this bill 
to provide. us with an additional tax upon wealth, so that the 
great constructive work of the country will go on, and a great 
and powerful Nation like this, one of the wealthiest in the 
world, urny not plead inability to go on with its constructive 
work simply because it is proposed to give a few million dollars 
more to the pensioners of the country. 

Mr. POMERENE. The Senator's suggestion is well worthy 
of consideration. I think, Mr. President, that I owe an apology 
to the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NELSON] . I believe he 
desired to interrupt me. 

Mr. NELSON. Not at all. It is not a serious matter, 1\Ir. 
President. It was in connection with the question asked by 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. KENYON] about . reducing mileage. 
I desire to call the attention of the Senator from Ohio to the 
fact that I believe there is also pending a bill to abolish the 
Senate barber shop in the interest of economy. 

Mr. KENYON. And also tlle Senate bathrooms. 
Mr. BROWN. There is also a proposition--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senators must address the 

Chair and get the consent of the Senator who has the floor 
before interrupting him . 

Mr. BROWN. I simply want--
The PRESIDING OFFICER Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 
Mr. POl\IERENE. Yes, Mr. President, I yield. 
Mr. BROWN. If the Senator will permit me, I simply want 

to say that there is another proposition which would effect a 
very great economy, and that is the· suggestion that the Senate 
be abolished; and I am not so certain but what that suggestion 
is a good one. 

Mr. POMERENE. Wel1, Mr. President, if we are going on 
to expen<l millions upon millions without any reference wLat
soever to tbe burdens that will be placed upon the taxpayers 
of this country, it may be that at some time the Senate will 
be abolished. 

The representath·es of the Grand Army of the Republic rec
ognize the true situation. Past Commander Eli Torrence~ when 
before the Committee on Pensions of the Senate, said-and I 
commend these words to the Senator from Nebraska: 

Of course, if the Government is not able to do what we ask, I do 
not think any old soldier wants the Government to do it. I would be 
sorry if any old soldier felt that way. . 

And Past Commander Samuel S. Burdett, in speaking about 
·what the Government had done, said: 

If nothing else in our favor were ever done in our day, it never 
could be said, to-day or in any to-morrow, that the people of the 

nited States were ungrateful to those who served them. 

These are statements of true patriots and true citizens, who 
appreciate their respon ibility both to the soldiers and to the 
public at large. _ 

Before considering what increase shall be made let us pause 
to consider for one moment what is now being done for these 
gallant defenders of the Union. Last year the soldiers were 
paid in pensions $157,325,160.35, not including the $2,517,127.06 
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expended in the cost and maintenance of the Pension Bureau. 
And that we may be able to appreciate this a little more fu1ly 
let me refer especially to my own State. 

In Ohio Jast year there were 86,474 pensioners who received 
$15,638,286.83 in pensions. The population of Ohio, according 
to the census of 1910, was 4,767,121. In other words, there was 
paid as pensions in Ohio an amount equal to a tax upon every 
man, woman, and child - therein, $3.28, or for each average 
family of five in the State, $16.40. It is now proposed to add 
approximately $75,000,000 more to the national pension roll, 
and as about 10 per cent of this amount would go to the State 
of Ohio, it would add $7.85 more per family, thus raising the 
total amount from $1G.40 to $24.25; and if this is done it must 
be by an increase in revenues to be raised by taxation, and it 
is a tax whether it be collected by direct or indirect.methods. 

SERVICE AND OLD-AGE PENSIO:N"S. 

Thus far I have only considered the question from the stand
point of whether or not the Government has the necessary reve
nues with which to pay this increase. But there is still another 
side to it. Last year there was pending before Congress the 
Sulloway pension bill, which was 1."llown as an old-age pension 
bill. The Sherwood bill is called a service pension bill. Much 
has been said, and with reason, about the injustice of basing a 
pension wholly upon age. It is pointed out that under an old
age bill the short-term soldier and the Jong-service veteran 
would be pensioned at the same rate. A man who served 90 
days would get more pension than the vet~ran who served 4 
years if he happened to be .older. I do not believe, therefore, 
that it is just, as among the soldiers themselves, to adopt the 
old-age principle alone. But, on the other hand, it is just as 
inequitable to adopt the present Sherwood bill, even though it 
is called a service bill. Under its provisions the man who spent 
one year in camp would get the same pension as the old veteran 
who ga"\""e four years of hard service in the field. The mun who 
may be 62 years old, who served 1 year in camp, is now in 
good healtll. and has a competency, would get the same pension 
as tlle old ve~eran of 80 year_s, who served 4 years and over 
in the field, fought 50 battles, and may now be in poor health, 
infirm, and without enough to satisfy his hunger or to clothe 
his nakedness. 

Again, the man who enlisted for 90 days and ne--rer saw any 
service would get one-half as much as the old man of 80 years 

. who served his country 4 years ill the thick of the strife. Is 
this equitable and just, as among the old soldiers themselves? 

Or let us look at it from another standpoint. It is called a 
serYice pension bill. Is it? Under its provisions the man who 
ser..-ed 90 days gets $15 per month, or $180 per year. In other 
words, for each year in the future he will get $2 per day for 
eyery day he was in the service. 

If he serYed six months, he gets $20 per month, or $240 per 
year, or for each year in the future he will get $1.33 per day 
for eYery day he was in the service. 

If he served nine months, he gets $25 per month, or $300 per 
year, or for each year in the future he will get $1.11 per day for 
every day he was in the service. 

If he ser\ed 1 year, or 360 days, he gets $30 per month, or 
· $360 per yea1', or for each year in the future he will get $1 per 
day for every day he was in the service. 

If he served two years, he gets $30 per month, or $360 per 
year, or for each year in the future he will get 50 cents per day 
for every day he was in the service. 

If he served three years, he gets $30 per month, or $360 per 
year, or for each year in the future he will get 331 cents per day 
for every day he was in the servica. 

If he served four years, he gets $30 per month, or $360 per 
year, or for each year in the future he will get 25 cents per day 
for every day he was in the service. 

• Tow, I ap·peal to tlle old soldiers themselves. Is it a just 
service pension bill that will each year in the future pay to the 
90-day man $2 per day for every day of service he rendered his 
country, to the 6 months' man $1.33 per day for his service, to 
the 9 months' man $1.11 per day for his service, to the 1-year 
man $1 per day for hjs service, to the 2-year man 50 cents per 
day for his service, to the 3-year man 331 cents per day for his 
service, and to the 4-year veteran 25 cents per day for his serv
ice? The proposition needs only to be stated to carry its own 
answer. 

It seems to me, therefore, that if any legislation is to be 
based upon either the principle of old age alone or of service 
alone we are going to do a very great injustice among the sol
diers theruselYes. It wns the belief of the majority of the 
committee that any· pension Jegislation should combine both the 
elements of service and of old age. With this purpose in mind 
the substitute bill was prepared and presented to the Senate. 
It is based upon what is known as proposition No. 16, contained 

in the report of the Committee on Pensions to the Senate upon 
House bill No. 1. It recognizes the element of service and 
fixes the rates in proportion to the service in the following 
classes: 90 days, 6 months, 1 year, li years, 2 years, 2! years, 
3 years and over. It _also recognizes the element of age and 
increases the pension according to the age of the soldier. If 
he is 62 years and less than 66 years of age he gets one rate in 
proportion to the service he has rendered ; if he is G6 years old 
and less than 70 he gets another rate; if he is 70 years old and 
less than 75 he gets still a higher rate; and if he is 75 years 
or older he gets the maximum rate. 

Under -the provisions of this bill-taking into consideration 
both age and time of service-the soldiers are divided into 28 
different classes. The rate of pension for these several classes 
appears in the fo1lowfng table: 

Age. 90 days. 6 months. 1 year. 11 years. 2 years. 2~ years. 3 years 
and over. 

---------------
62 ...... - .. $13.00 $13.50 $14.00 $14.50 $15.00 $15.50 $16.00 
66·--··---· 15.00 15.50 16.00 16.50 17.00 17.50 18.00 
70 .... ·-··· 18.00 19.00 20.00 21.00 22.00 23.00 24.00 
75--···--·· 21.00 22.50 24.00 25.50 27.00 28.59 30.00 

Now, is it not more just to divide this into 28 different classes, 
based upon age and service, than it is to distinguish to the 
extent of $5 per month between the 90-day man and the 6-months 
man, or between the 6-months man and the 9-months man, or 
$5 per month between the 9-months man and the 1-year man, 
and to make no distinction between the 1-year man and the 
4-year man·? 

I also ask to insert in my remarks a table showing the age, 
length of service, number of pensioners, present rate of pen
sion, proposed rate of pension under the new bill, the annual 
iucrease per pensioner, and the total increase per annum under 
the bill. 

P1·oposition No. 16. 

Annual 

Age. Length of service. Number of Present Proposed incraase Total increase 
pensioners. rate. rate. per· pen- per annum. 

sioner. 

62 90 days·-·········· 9,573 $12. 00 $13. 00 S12. 00 $114,876.00 
62 6 months.··-·-- ... 23,135 12.00 13.50 18.00 416, 430.00 
62 1 year_··--·-·-···· 15, 043 12.00 14.00 24.00 361, 032.00 
62 11 years_ .... _ ...... 12, 764 12.00 14.50 30.00 382, 920.00 
62 2 years ...... _ .. . _ .. 7, 294 12.00 15.00 36.00 262,584. 00 
62 2~ years ... _ .. _ ..... 17,892 12.00 15.50 42.00 751,464. 00 
62 3 years and over •. . 27,921 12.00 16.00 48.00 1, 340,208.00 
G6 90 days .. _ ......... 10,819 12.00 15.00 36.00 389,484.00 
66 6months ..... - .... 26,146 12.00 15.50 42.00 1, 098 , 132. 00 
66 1 year ..•• ·------·- 17,00'2 12.00 16.00 48.00 816, 096.00 
66 1! years_ .•.. _ ...... 14,426 12.00 16.50 54.00 779, 004. 00 
66 2 years .. ·-·-···-··· 8,243 12.00 17.00 C0.00 494,580.00 
66 2! years_ •.•.•...... 20,222 12.00 17.50 66.00 1, 334,652. 00 
66 3 years and over_ .. 31,556 12.00 18.00 72.00 2, 272, 032. 00 
70 90 days __ ... _ .... -· 9,271 15.00 18.00 36.00 333, 756. 00 
70 6 months ....... ··- 22,405 15.00 19.00 48.00 1, 075, 44-0. 00 
70 1 year- .•••... ·---· 14, 569 15.00 20.00 60 .. 00 874, 140. 00 
70 It years .. - .. __ . __ . . 12,361 15.00 21.00 72.00 S89, 992. 00 
70 2 years_··-·-···-··· 7,064 15.00 22.00 84.00 593, 376. 00 
70 2! years ... - .... _ ... 17,328 15.00 23.00 96.00 l , 663 , 488. 00 
70 3 years and over ... 27,041 15.00 24.00 108. 00 2, 920, 428. 00 
75 90 days ___ .. __ ... __ 5,804 20.00 21.00 12.00 69,64S. 00 
75 6 months .•........ 14,027 20.00 22.50 30.00 420,810.00 
75 1 year.·-·-··--·--·· 9,121 20.00 24.00 48.00 437,808. 00 
75 1! years ....... ---·· 7, 739 20.00 25.50 66.00 510, 774.-00 
75 2 years ....... ·-· ... 4 422 20.00 27.00 84.00 371, 4-48. 00 
75 2! years .......... -· 10'.848 20.00 28.50 102. 00 1, 106, 496. 00 
75 3 years and over._. 16,929 20.00 30.00 120. 00 2, 031, 4SO. 00 

Total...- .... 420,965 ..................... .................... ................. .. 24, 112, 578. 00 

From this table, which was prepared by the department and 
submitted to the committee February 2, 1912, it will appeur that 
the number of soldiers estimated to receive the increa_se of pen
sion is 420,965; the annual increase to the pension roll will be 
$24,112,578, which is somewhat in excess of the estimate of 
llie cost to the Government under eac:!h of the Sherwood pension 
bills introduced prior to the presentation of House bill No. 1, 
April 4, 1911. Under this bill the average increase per pen
sioner will be $57.27. The increase and disbursement for the 
pensions will be the first year $11,454,000; the second year, 
$33,000,000; the third year, $21,000,000; the fourth year, $19,-
200,000; and the fifth year, $17,400,000. 

.The majority of the committee, who favor this bill, will con
cede that it will not do even and exact justice in its adminis
tration to all of the old soldiers. But we claim for 1t: 

·First. Looking at - it from the standpoint of the Govern
ment, it carries as great an expenditure ·as the revenues will 
justify. 
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Second. As among the soldiers themselves, we insist that it is 
more equitable than the Sulloway bill, in that while the Sullo
way bill recognizes age as the only basis under its provisions 
for the allowance and grading of a pension and fails to take any 
account of the service of the soldier, the substitute bill rec9g
nizes the serlice of the soldier and grades his pension accord
ing to his age, disability, and the length of his service. 

Third. It is better than the Sherwood bill, which takes no 
account of the age of the soldier as an element of disability, 
gives to the 90-day man one-half as much as the 4-year veteran, 
and makes no distinction whatsoever between the man who 
served one year and the man who served two years, thtee years, 
four years, or longer. It pays both according to the service he 
rendered and according to the disability of his advancing yea.rs. 

Mr. President, the Sherwood bill has its friends and the Sul
loway bill its friends. The one is based upon service and the 
other upon old age. If the Sherwood bill does not become a 
law, its friends will be disappointed. If the Sulloway bill does 
not pass, its friends will feel somewhat aggrieved. All legisla
tion is- a compromise. It is always more gratifying to grant 
favors by legislation than it is to deny them. 

Mr. KERN. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield to the Sena tor from Indiana? 
Mr. POl\IERENE. Certnin.ly. 
.Mr. KERN. To what bill does the Senator refer when he 

mentions the Sulloway bill? 
Mr. P0~1ERENE. I refer to the one introduced in the House. 

I think it was introduced on the same day that House bill 1 
was introduced. 

l\fr. McCUMBER. Mr. President- -
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield to the Senator from North Dakota? 
Mr. POMERENE. Just one moment, until I may answer the 

inquiry of the Senator from Indiana. 
Mr. 1\IcCUUBER. I was about to suggest to the Senator· 

that the same bill has been introduced in the Senate, also, and 
was one of the bills under consideration. 

l\Ir. PO.i\lERENE. I thank the Senator for the information. 
The Sulloway bill was introduced in the House April 4, 1911. 

l\Ir. GALLINGER. If I remember correctly-1\Ir. SULLOW A.Y 

comes from my State-the Sulloway bill passed the House 
during the last Congress. 

l\ir. PO~IERENE. I think the Senator from New Hampshire 
is correct. 

The bill which is reported out by the committee and is some
times known as the i\fcOumber or Smoot bill, will not grant all 
that the friends of either the Sulloway or Sherwood bill desire. 
But, in my judgment, it grunts every dollar the Government 
can now pay, having due regard to the amount of its revenues 
and to its other obligations. If it passes, I am sure that it will 
be reasonably satisfactory to the soldiers themselves, and it 
will cause no adverse criticism among the people. They will 
approve it, and I believe that when the old soldiers fairly under
stand the situation they, too, will approve it. 

I hope that it may speedily become a law, in order that the 
soldiers may get the benefit thereof. 

l\Ir. President, when this matter was before the Senate com
mittee I favored placing in the bill a section which would pro
vide for the payment of certain attorneys' fees. I did that 
because it seemed to be the consensus of opinion among those 
who testified before the committee on that day there was a 
real need for it, and that it would materially aid the depart
ment in allowing the claims to the old soldiers and thereby 
hasten the day when they could get tl1e benefit of the pensions 
allowed under this bill. 

The other day th-e distinguished Senator from New Hamp
shire and the distinguished Senator from New York both called 
attention to the fact that in their judgment it was unnecessary, 
and I am willing to accept their judgment in that behalf; and 
for that reason I favor striking out that provision which is in 
the McCumber bill. 

APPENDIX. 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

. Washington, January 25, 1912. 
Hon. ATLEE POMERENE, United States Senate. 

Sm : I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your inquiry of 
the 13th instant, relative to the increase in the cost of pensions should 
the bill H. R. 1 be enacted into law. 

Inclosed you will find a copy of a letter addressed to the chairman 
of the Committee on Pensions, United States Senate, December 16, 1911, 
embracing the latest estimates made by the department on this bill. 

The letter referred to is as follows . 
DEPAR'l'MBNT OF THE INTERIOR; 

Hon . P . J". MCCUMBER, Washington, December 16, 1911.. 
Chairman Committee on Pensions, 

United States Senate. 
Sm : I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your inquir ies of 

the 11th and 13th instant, relative to the cost of the bill Hr. R. No. 1, 

entitled "An act granting a service pension to certain defined veterans 
of the Civil War and the War with Mexico." · 

The number of pensioners, together with the length of service, present 
rate of pension, proposed rate per month, annual increase per pensioner, 
and total increase per annum, as .regards the survivors of the Civil 
War and the War with Mexico, should the proposed bill be enacted into 
law, is as follows: 

Lell;."1;h of service. 

3 months ... _ .... .. . .. .. . 

6 months .. . ·-··· · ····· · · 

9months ..•.... •. . .. . . . . 

1 year and over • .... . . . .. 

Total .. . . . .... . . ... 

Present Proposed! fUmUal 
umber of rate per rate per mcrease 

pensioners. month. month. PJ;J>:~-

143 $6 515· $108 
205 8 15 84 
185 10 15 60 

20,422 12 15 36 
702 14 15 12 
124 6 20 168 
183 8 20 144 
165 10 20 120 

18,234 12 20 9!i 
627 14 20 72 

8,255 15 20 60 
189 16 20 48 

1,908 17 20 3G 
206 6 25 228 
305 8 25 204 
275 10 25 180 

30,391 12 25 156 
1,044 14 25 132 

13, 758 15 25 120 
315 16 25 108 

3,180 17 25 96 
8,971 20 25 60 

182 .22 25 36 
3.893 24 25 12 
1,169 6 30 m 
1, 732 8 30 264 
1,564 10 30 240 

172,621 12 30 216 
5,932 14 30 192 

78,148 15 30 180 
1, 787 16 30 168 

18,003 17 30 156 
152,351 20 30 120 

1,036 22 30 96 
22,113 24 30 72 

958 25 30 60 

471, 33!i . ...... ... ..... ................... ................... 

1 Includes1,398 survivors of the War with Mexico. 

Total in
crease per 
annum. 

$15,444 
17,220 
11,100 

735, 192 
8,42! 

20,832 
26,352 
19,800 

1, 750,464 
45, 144 

495,300 
9,072 

68,G88 
4!i,968 
G2,2"20 
49,500 

4, 740,995 
137,808 

1,650,960 
34,020 

305,280 
538,260 

6,552 
46, 716 

336,672 
457,248 
375,360 

37,285,136 
1,138,944 

14,066,640 
300,216 

2,817,828 
6,282, 120 

99,456 
1,592,136 

57,480 

75,651,548 

The total number who would be entitled to the benefits of the pro
posed bµl, based upon the roll as it existed June 30, 1911, is 4'71,336. 
The estimated decrease in this number due to deaths from July 1, 1911, 
to January 1, 1912, is about 15,000. 

Tbe average increase per annum per pensioner is $160.50. 
This would cause a reduction in the above estimate, due to deaths, of 

$2,407,500, le.aving the net increase in the value of the roll $73,244,048. 
The followmg summary shows the number of pensioners on the roll 

who would be entitled to the respective rates provided in this bill : 

Amount per annum. 
21,657 pensioners, at 115 per month__________________ $3, !J8, 260 
29,685 pensioners, at 20 per month.._________________ 7, 124, 400 
62,520 pensioners, at '25 per month__________________ 18, 756, 000 

357,474 pensioners, at $30 per month_ ___________ ______ 128, 690, 640 

471,336 158, 46!), 300 
Average annual value of each pensioner under this 

act, $336.21. 
Deduct $336.21X15,000--- ------ --- "'--:.------------- 5, 043, 150 

153,426, 150 
It will be observed that the foregoing estimate does not differ mate

rially from that furnished by the department to the chairman of the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions of the House of Representatives under 
date of April 11, 1911. The estimate at that time was based upon a 
copy of a proposed bill which did not provide a rate of $25 l?er month 
for tbose who served nine months and less than one year. 'Ihe bill as 
it passed the House makes provision for nine months' service at $25 per 
month, and the increased cost due to this provision practically over
comes any reduction which would naturally be expected on account of 
deaths among the survivors of the Civil War since July 1, 1910. 

In the former estimate the pensioners who were receiving less than 
$12 per month were omitted because of the small number involved, as 
were likewise those pensioned at odd rates, such as $16, 22, and $25 
per month, for the same reason. However in order to make this esti
mate as accurate as possible, it has been thought advisable to include 
as nearly as practicable all those pensioners on the roll who may have 
title under this bill. '.rhe former estimate did not include the survivors 
of the War with Mexico, as the bill then under consideration made no 
provision for that class of pensioners. 

The actual cost of the bill for the first year after its passa~e would 
depend upon the number of certificates issued. If 200,000 snould be 
issued within the first year, the increase in the disbursements for pen
sions would reach approximately $32,100,000 and make the total ex
penditures for pensions amount to about lU84,000,000 for the first year. 
'Dhe maximum cost of the bill would occur in the second year n.fter- its 
enactment, provided the Bureau of Pensions would be able to settle all 
claims filed under the act in that time. The claims allowed the second 
year would carry on an average about one year's arrears, the increased 
rate commencing from the dn.te of filin"' the application in the Bureau 
of Pensions. The cost for the second year after tbe enactment ,of the 
bill would very largely exceed that of the first ycm.\ being about $87,-
000,000, which would make necessary a total appropriation for pensions 
for that year of probably $236,000,000. However, t.l::e e timates for the 
third year would show a marked decrea. e, as the arrears carried by tqe 
claims adjudicated the second year would no longer appe:tr as a factor. 
This, in connection with the death rate, would ~ause a probable reduc
tion in the disbursements for t he third year of. $30,000,000. 
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In the estimated cost of this bill the death rate for the :first, second, 

and third years has been fully taken into consideration. 
The e:nactment of this bill into law would not, by implication, repeal 

any existing law or cause a reduction in the rate of any pensioner. 
In regard to section 2, you are advised that under the act of March 

?, 1883, any person who is so disabled by reason of any wound or in
Jury received or disease contracted while in the military or naval serv
ice of the United States and in line of duty as to be incapacitated for 
performing any manual labor is entitled to a pension of $30 per month, 
while under section 2 of House bill 1 any person who served in the mili
tary or naval service of the United States during the Civil War and 
received an honorable discharge and who was wounded in battle or in 
line of duty and is now unfit for manual labor through causes not due 
to his own vicious habits or who from disease or other causes incurred 
in line of duty resulting in his disability is now unable to perform man
ual labor would be entitled to a pension of $30 per month. 

It is a very difficult matter to give any accurate estimate as to the 
increased cost which would result from the second section of this bill, 
in view of the fact that each person to be entitled to the $30 rate there
under must have been wounded in battle or in line of duty or must have 
been disabled from some disease or other cause incurred in the line of 
duty and be unfit for or unable to perform manual labor. It is not 
believed, however, that the number of beneficiaries under this section 
would exceed 15,000. The increase in the disbursements due to this 
section would probably, therefore, not exceed $21500,000 per annum. 
Before the allowance of a claim unde1· this section 1t would be necessary 
to have the applicant examined by an examining surgeon or board of 
examining surgeons, and the increased cost due to such medical exam
inations would probably reach about $200,000 per annum. 

Very respectfully, 
· WALTER L. FISHER, Secreta1·y. 

You will see that under section 1 the number of· pensioners on the 
roll June 30, 1911, who would be entitled to the increased rates pro
vided in this bill was 471,336. From this is deducted 15,000 on account 
of deaths from July 1, r911, to December -30, 1911, leaving 456,336. 
The increase under this section, with the deaths deducted, is :ji73,244,048 
per annum. 

The increase per annum· under the second section of the bill is esti
mated at $2.500,000, which added to the increase under section 1 gives 
a total of $75,744,048. This is tbe increase per annum to which the 
survivors of the Civil War on the pension roll January 1, 1912, would 
be entitled if this bill should be enacted into law. As a matter of fact, 
the 15,000 deducted on account of death is slightly in excess of the 
actual figures. '£he actual decrease in the number of survivors of the 
Civil War on the pension roll, ascertained since the estimate was made, 
is 15,197. However, the number of beneficiaries under the bill is 88.9 
per cent, which would make a decrease in the number of beneficiaries of 
13,510, instead of 15,000. 

These estimates are based upon the actual condition of the pen
sion roll as shown by the records of the Bureau of Pensions. The 
rate received by each pen ioner included in the estimates is a known 
quantity. The length of service of the survivors of the Civil War is 
approximate, but it is believed to be based upon the most reliable 
data which can be obtained from any soui·ce. On June 27, 1890, an 
act was passed granting pensions to soldiers and sailors of the Civil 
War who are incapacitated for the performance of manual labor, and 
providing for pensions to \Vidows, minor childi·en, and dependent 
parents. Under this act a large number of claims were filed based on 
service during the Civil War. The Bureau of Pensions at that time 
devised Rtatistical cards. A card was made out for each case in which 
a certificate was issued. This card gave the name of the soldier or 
sailor who was an applicant for pension, the date of bis enlistment, 
and tbe date of bis discharge, together with other data. When the 
certificate was issued the card was completed tind withdrawn from 
the other papers. Four hundred and seventy-five thousand two hundred 
and thirty-seven statistical cards were thus obtained relative to the 
survivors of the Civil War. 

A copy of the annual report of the Commissioner of Pensions will 
be forwarded to you, tmder separate cover, and on page 18 thereof 
you will find the estimated length of service of the survivors of the 
Civil War on the pension rnll June 30, 1911, based upon the percentages 
obtained from tbe data compiled as above described. From this data 
1t appears that 71 per cent of the soldiers of the Civil War served one 
year or more, 12.5 pet cent served nine months and less than one 
year, 7.5 per cent sen·ed six months and less than nine months, and 
8.4 per cent served three months and less than six months. 

On account of the large number of cases from which ·the data were 
obtained relative to length of service of survivors of the Civil War, it 
is believed, as before stated, that this data may be accepted with 
absolute confidence. 

The statement has been made that these statistics were compiled 
from reports made 20 years ago and that such statistics are. of no 
present value; that there were only 283,784 claims filed under the act 
of June 27, 1890, to June 30, 1892; that these claims represented the 
long-sei·vice veterans; and that cotllparatively few claimants under 
this law were short-term soldiers. It is further contended that the 
whole body of short-term soldiers who filed their claims under the age 
pension law of February 6, 1907, are not included in the latest table 
of the Commissioner of Pensions, upon which was based the estimated 
cost of House bill No. 1. 

The annual report of the Commissioner of Pensions for the fiscal 
yeai· ended June 30, 18!>2. has been quoted to show that only 283,734 
new pension claims were filed up to and including June 30, 18!>2. 

As a matter of record, the1·e were 493,599 invalid claims filed under 
the act of June 27, 1890, dul"in~ the fiscal year 1891 and 175,864 
invalid claims filed during the fiscal year 1892, making the - total 
number of invalid claims filed under the act o.f June 27, 1890 to June 
30. 1892. 66!),463 instead of 283,734. ' 

'l'he table quoted to show that 283,734 new pension claims were filed 
up to and including June 30, 1892, refers to the number of Army in
valid pensioners under the act of June 27, 1890, at the close of the 
fiscal year 1892. On that date there were, in addition to the 283 734 
Army invalid pensioners, 9,334 Navy invalid pensioners under that 'act 
making the total number of sm·vivors of the Civil War on the pensio~ 
roll under the act of June 27, 18!>0, at the close of the fiscal year 1892 
293,0G8; while, as before stated, the number of claims filed by those 
who participated in the Civil War under this act to June 30, 1892, was 
66!),463. 

Under the act of June 27, 18!)0, it was not necessary that the dis
ability from which a claim:rnt was suffering be shown to be due to his 
military se1·vice. A man who served !JO days and was honorably dis
charged and who was wholly · disabled for tbe performance of manual 
labor was entitled to $12 per month-the maximum rate provided by 
that bill-and the person with a Ion~ service had no advantage what
ever under this bill over the person with a service of 90 days. 

There is no data whatever available to show that the persons who 
filed claims under the act of June 27, 1890, on account of service in the 
Civil War were long-service veterans. 

The length of service during the Civil War is an unchanging quan
tity. It is the same to-day as it was when the statistics which have 
been used were compiled. 

During the firnt few years after the passage of the act of June 27, 
1890, a very .large number of claimants did not allege more than one 
service. It was not the practice at that time to call upon claimants for 
data as to other service than that alleged; hence the cards from which 
this data was compiled show in many instances but one service. It has 
since been discovered that the claimants In thousands of cases had either 
a prior or a subsequent service during the Civil War to the one upon 
which the pension was granted. It bas been estimated by different 
authorities that there were from 370,000 to 716,787 reenlistments dur
ing the Civil War. In a published memorandum by the War Department 
in 1896 it is estimated that the mean between these two extremes is a 
fair approximation of the number of persons having two or more serv
ices during the Civil War. The number of such persons, therefore, ls 
estimated by the War Department as 543,3!>3. From this estimate it ls 
believed that there are at least 135,848 survivors of the Civil War now 
on the pension roll who had two or more services during the Civil War. 

The figures obtained from an examination of the rosters of different 
regiments to show the length of service are therefore wholly unreliable, 
because such rosters do not show any otbe1· service which may have 
been rendered by the members of any particular regiment. No data 
could therefore be obtained from the rosters relative to the additional 
service rendered by the 543,393 persons who reenlisted. 

The average length of service as obtained from the statistical cards 
in the Bureau of Pensions is too low rather than too high, due, as be
fore stated, to the fact of no reference being made to pl'ior or subse
quent service in thousands of the claims adjudicated during the first 
few years after the passage of the act of June 27, 1890. 

The statistical cards which have been referred to related to all 
classes-enlisted men as well as officers. Within the last two years, 
however, the papers in the pension case of each surviving officer of the 
Civil War on the roll have been drawn from the files and the length of 
service of each officer obtained therefrom and noted on cards. From 
the data thus secured it is shown that of the number of officers who 
served in the Civil War who are still living 36 per cent served thi·ee 
years and over, 25.9 per cent served two years and less than three 
years, 18.4 per cent served one year and less than two years, or 81 per 
cent served one year and over, and that only 18.8 per cent served thrae 
months and less than one year. While the average length of service 
of all pensioned survivors of the Civil War (enlisted men and officers) 
shows that 71 per cent served one year and more, it is shown that 81 
per cent of the officers served one year and over. The average length 
of service of the surviving officers of ·the Civil War as such officers 
has not been used in estimating the cost of this bill. ' ' 

'.rbe first estimate made by the department on the bill H. R. No. 1 
was under date of April 11, 1911, in a communication addressed to the 
chairman of the Committee on Invalid Pensions of the House of Repre
rnntatives. The estimate at that time was based upon a copy of a 
proposed bill-which did not provide a rate of $25 per month for those 
who served nine months and less than one year. In that estimate 
therefore, all persons who served six months and less than one year 
were embraced in the $20 rate provided for six months' service. It bas 
been stated that so far as could be learned no regiment of nine months' 

·men was ever enlisted during the Civil War. The records show that on 
Augtz;t 4, 1862, a call was made for 300,000 militia to serve nine 
mon~us. Under this call the number of men furnished by the different 
States w:is 87,588. The State of Massachusetts furnished 16,685 men 
under thIS call, the State of New Jersey 10,787, and the State of Penn
sylvania 32,2Hi. 

If the estimate bad been made at the $25 rate for those who served 
nine months and less than one year, there would have been an increase 
in the estimate of $3,345,480. 

It has also been claimed that the estimate of April 11 1911 did not 
take into consideration the number of survivors who had· been' dropped 
from the roll on account of death between June 30 1910 and that 
date. The number of beneficiaries given in the estimate of April 11 
1911, was 472,603. The total number of survivors on the roll June 30' 
19~0, was 562,615. The number of beneficiaries, therefore, given in the 
estimate was 90,012 less than the number of survivors on the roll 
June 30, 1910. 

In the estimate of April 11, 1911, the survivors of the Civil War on 
the roll at such rates as $6, $8, $10, $16, $22, and $25 per month, as 
well as a large number of others at odd rates, were omitted thei·e bein"' 
such a small number at each of said rates. It was then considered that 
the number at the rates above given would be offset by the number of 
survivors dropped from the roll on account of death between June 30 
1910, and April 11, 1911. . ' 

The survivors of the Mexican War were not included in the estimate 
of AP!"il 11, 1911, as no provision for them was made in the bill at 
that time. 

If the survivors at the various odd rates given above had been in
cluded in the estimate . the number of beneficiaries tmder the bill would 
have been increased by 21,795. Had such beneficiaries been included 
together with those who served nine months and less than one year~ 
at the increased rate for such service-the estimate then made would 
have been in excess of $80,000,000. 

The decreas~ in the number of survivors on the roll between July 1. 
1910, and April 1, 1911, was 24,01!>. The number of beneficiaries under 
the bill as given in the estimate of April 11, 1911, was 84 per cent of 
the total number of. survivors on the roll. Had a deduction been made 
in the number of beneficiarie on account of death there would have 
been a decrease of 20,176 at that time. To offset the number dropped 
on .account of death, however, as heretofore stated, there were 21 795 
pensioners at odd rates not included in the estimate, which would make 
practically no change in the result obtained. 

Tbe chairman of the Committee on Pensions of the United States 
Senate, in his letter asking for an estimate on the bill H. R. 1 after it 
had been passed by the House of Representatives, requested that the 
fact appear that the number dropped on account of death had been taken 
into consideration in such estimate. In this estimate the sunivors of 
the Civil War on the roll- June 30, 1911, at such rates as $6, $8 $10 
$16, $22, and $25 per month were included, and as has heretofore been 
shown, 15,000 deducted on account of the number dropped for death 
between June 30, 1911, and January 1, 1912. 

The average increase per pensioner to those entitled to the benefits 
of this bill is given as $160. in the estimate made April 11, 1911, while 
in the estimate made December 16, 1911, the average increase per pen
sioner for those entitled to the increased rates is $160.50. This sltght 
increase in the average rate is due to two causes : Those who served 9 
months and less than 1 year have been figured on a basis of $25 per 
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month in the last-named estimate instead of 20 per month as in the 
former one, and the pensioners at the lower and odd rates have been 
included, which was not done in the former estimate. The rate of 
increase to t ho e pensioned at the lower rates is of course considerably 
higher than the rate of increase to those pensioned at the higher rates. 
There has been no st atement made in any of the estimates that the 
average increase for all the -survivors of the Civil War on the roll would 
be 100.50; this average relates exclusively to those who would be 
entitled to the rates provided in the bill. 

Referring t o the statement that the whole body of short-term sol
diers who filed their claims under the age pension law (act of Feb. 6, 
1907) are not included in the latest tableA you are advised that. s~ce 
the passage of the act of February 6, 1'::10'!_, the number of ongrnal 
claims allowed under that act is only 21,711. All the other claims 
allowed under that act have been in behalf of persons previously pen
sioned under the act of June 27, 1890, or under the general pension 
laws for disabilities contracted in the service, and represent largely 
the pensioners from whose cases the records as to length of service 
were obtained. 

Yon will appreciate that the foregoing statements, as well as those 
in the estimates o.f April 11 and December 16, 1911, are based upon 
the reports made to me by the regular officers and employees of the 
Bureau of Pensions, who have no interest in either side of the con
troversy so far as I run aware, and who have received no suggestions 
or instructions ex:cept to report the facts exactly as they find, them 
from the records. . · 

It is believed that the estimates made by the department on this 
bill are as accurate and trustworthy as it is possible to make them 
under such circumstances. They are not based upon the opinion or 
judgment of any officer or employee of the department, but upon actual 
calculations derived "from the official records, and in order to over
come them the burden of proof rests entirely upon those who deny 
their correctness. No criticism has been observed from any source 

. which after full investigation is considered of sufficient weight to war
rant a single change being made 1n these estimates. Upon the con· 
trary, the Commissione1· of Pensions now assures me that the estimate 
submitted April 11, 1911, was in exact accord with the records as 
they existed on that date; the estiIJlate of December 16, 1911, was in 
ex:act accord with the records as they were at the later date. The two 
estimates were prepared upon a slightly different basis, but there is no 
discrepancy between the two ; they are both correct. 

Very -respectfully, 
w ALTER L. FISHER, Becn:rtar y. 

Mr. KERN. Mr. President, I had hoped to be able this after
noon to address the Senate on the pending question, but on 
account of-- · 

l\1r. McCUUBER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from North Dakota? 
. l\Ir. KERN. Certainly. 
l\fr. GALLINGER. Would the Senator prefer to go on to

morrow? 
l\1.r. KERN. Yes. 
Mr. McOUMBER. I move that when the Senate adjourns to

day it adjourn to meet to-morrow at 12 o'clock, so that we may 
to-morrow adjourn earlier in the afternoon. 

The motion was agreed to. 
l\fr. KERN. It has been suggested to me that, on account of 

the lateness of the hour, I give notice that I shall pToceed with 
my remarks to-morrow immediately upon the conclusion of the 
routine morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Notice thereof will be entered. 
Mr. McCUMBER. I desire to announce that I shall call up 

the pending bill immediately after the close of the mutine 
morning business to-morrow, so that the Senator from Indiana 
may proceed. . 

l\fr. KERN. I am obliged to leave the city to-m01·row evening. 
Mr. GALLINGER. Inasmuch as it has been agreed that we 

shall meet at noon to-morrow, I hope the Senator in charge of 
the pending bill will allow us aoout one hour upon the calendar 
under Rule VIII. 

I move that the Senate adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to, and (at 5 o'clock and 15 minutes 

p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Saturday, March 
16, 1912, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
FRIDAY, M a1•ch 15, 1912. 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev: Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol

lowing prayer : 
Our Father in heaven possess, we beseech Thee, our minds 

and hearts, that our motives may be pure, our aspirations 
noble, our acts just; that we may harmonize our 1ives with the 
highest conceptions of right and truth and duty; that our 
ways may be ways of pleasantness and all our paths be paths 
of peace. And Thine be the praise. Amen. 

The .Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved-

THE SUGAR SCHEDULE. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill 
"(H. R. 21213) to revise the sugar schedule, and pending that 
. -

motion I will state to gentlemen on the other side of the House 
that if it is agreeable I shall ask unanimous consent that gen
eral debate may continue on the pending bill for two hours, 
one-half to be controlled by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
PAYNE] and one-half by .myself, at the end of which time the 
bill shall be taken UJ> under the five-minute rule. 

The SP.EAKER. The gentleman from Alabama moves that 
the House Tesolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union for the further consideration of the 
bill H. R. 21213, and pending that asks tmanimous consent that 
general debate be limited to two hours, one hour to be con
trol1ed. by himself and one hour by the gentleman from New 
York [.1\fr. PAYNE]. Is there objection? 

.Mr . .1\fANN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, will 
not the gentleman allow longer debate than that? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No. I desire to finish the bill to-day, 
and I desire to "3.llow some latitude for discussion under the 
five-minute rule, as it gives more opportunity for Members to 
extend their remarks in the RECORD. I think two hours is 
sufficient. 

Mr. GARNER. It will take three hours to pass the bill under 
the five-minute rule. 

1\fr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I think we ought to have more 
time than that. There a.re many gentlemen here who are very 
much interested in this bill . 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman is willing 
to cut out the debate under the five-minute rule and let the bill 
come to a vote directly after the close of general debate, I am 
willing to allow further time for general debate. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 
1\fr. LONGWORTH. I will ask the gentleman what his pur-

pose is with .reference to debate on the income-tax bill? 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I hope to take that bill 

up late this evening or to-morrow morning. 
1\-!r. LONGWORTH. Is it the idea of the gentleman to finish 

that bill to-morrow? 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not prepared to say at this time 

until this bill is passed . 
1\fr. WARBURTON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to say that I 

have been unable as yet to get any time. I introduced this 
bill la.st summer. That is, I introduced a bill placing sugar on 
the free list. This is my bill. · 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, l do not yield the floor 
to the gentleman to appropriate a Democratic measure. [Laugh
ter.] This is not his bill. There are a number of bills which 
have been introduced placing sugar on the free list. The 
gentleman from Washington is assuming the position of a great 
many other Members on ·the floor of this House. 

Mr. WARBURTON. Mr. Chairman, I have looked over the 
REcoRD, and the only bill placing sugar on the free list, which 
was introduced last session, was the bill introduced by myself. 
Be that as it may, having introduced. this bill, I want to ask 
an opportunity of addressing this House for at least half an 
houT on this bilL I desire to get that much time. I can not get 
it from the gentleman who controls the time on the Republican 
side, because he does not like the language that I shall use. 
{Laughter.1 · 

Mr. CANNON. l\ir. Speaket-, I hope the gentleman from 
Washington will have that opportunity. It will bankrupt any
body who· does it, and I have no objection to hJs being bank
rupted. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, the 

gentleman from Washington [1\!r. WARBURTON] h'Tiows that 
there are gentlemen upon this side who are opposed to the bill 
who desire to consume 10 or 12 hours in general debate. Qf 
course, as far a.s I can control it, I shall not let in any gentle
man, no matter what colors he may claim to sail under, who 
is in favor of the bill. We shall have a perfect understanding 
on that score. I want to make one further suggestion. Tlle 
time yesterday was not evenly divided. I think those in favor 
of the bill must have consumed an hour more in general debate. 
The Clerk at the Speaker's desk can tell. 

The SPEA.KEJR: Those in favor of the bill consumed 38 
mintues more than those opposed to the bill. 

Mr. PAYNE. And here is a generous proposal from the gen
tleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD] for two houi-s more of 
generul debate, and the gentleman deslres to appropriate 38 
minutes more upon that side than we have consumed upon this 
sid~ • . 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I will say to the gentle
man from New York that on day before yesterday I attempted 
to divide the time equally and allow 11 hours' debate in consid
eration of this bill on yesterday. Yesterday afternoon before 
the House adjourned -i proposed to have a rught session anc1 
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equalize debate at that ti.me. The objection to doing so came 
from the leader of the minority [Mr. MANN]. 

Mr .. MANN. I made no objection to a night session. 
l\Ir: GARNER. You made the condition so we could not do it. 
l\fr. U1'."'DERWOOD. The gentleman from Illinois gave notice 

that he would demand a qu-0rum. 
Mr. .MANN. A quorum ought always to be present in the 

House in the e<>nsidera.tion of an important bill. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman knows as well as I do 

that the demand for a quorum meant we would spend the night 
calling the roll in order to get a quorum here. 

Mr. J\IANN. That shows it was not the time for the debate 
if you could not have a quorum here. 

Mr. WARBURTON. l\fr. Speaker, in response to the sugges
tion made by the gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE], while 
I am not going to support the bill, I am going to make the same 
argument he made in 1890 and 1894 on the sugar proposition. 

Mr. PAYNE. If the gentleman makes the argument I made 
then, he will not support the bill. 

J\Ir. 1\Lill"'\TN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
debate close on this bill at 3 o'clock to-morrow. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I object to that. I ask the 
Speaker to put my request to the House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objeetion to the request of the gen
tleman from Alabama [l\Ir. UNDERWOOD]? 

Mr. l\fANN. I object. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, pending the motion to go 

into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, I mo'"e that all general debate on this bill close in 10 
minutes, and on that motion I move the previous question. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

The SPEAKER. The question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken, and the Chair announced that the 
ayes seemed to have it. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
'l'he question was taken; and there were-yeas 163, nays 131, 

answered " present " 12, not Toting 87, as follows : 

Adair 
Adamson 
Alexa.nder 
Allen 
Anderson, Ohio 
Ans berry 
Ashbrook 
.Ayres 
Barnhart 
Ba.tbrick 
Bell, Ga. 
Blackmon 
Iloehne 
Booher 
Buchanan 
Bulkley 

· Burke, Wis. 
Burleson 
Burnett 
Byrnes, S. C. 
Byrns. Tenn. 
Callaway 
Candler 
Carter 
Claypool 
Clayton 
Cline 
Collier 
Connell 
Conry 
Covington 
Cox, Ohio 
Cravens 
Cullop 
Curley 
Daugherty 
Davenport 
Davis, W. Va. 
Denver 
Dickinson 
Dies 

Ainey 
Anderson, Minn. 
Austin 
Bowman 
Broussard 
Browning 
Burke, Pa.. 
Burke, S. Dak. 
Butler 
Calder 
Campbell 
Cannon 
Catlin 
Cooper 
Crago 
Currier 
Dalzell 
Danforth 

YEAS-163. 
Difenderfer Hensley Rauch 
Dixon, Ind. Holland Redfield 
Donohoe Houston Reilly 
Doremus Howard Roddenbery 
Doughton Hughes, N. J. Rouse 
Driscoll, D. A. Holl Rubey 
Edwards Humphreys, Miss. Rueker, Mo. 
Ellerbe Jacoway Russell 
Evans .Johnson, Ky. Sabath 
Faison Johnson, S. C. Saunders 
Fergusson .Tones Scully 
Fen1s Kinkead, N. J. Shackleford 
Finley Kitchin Sharp 
Fitzgerald Kon op Sherwood 
Floyd, Ark. Korbly Sims 
Foster, Ill. Lamb Sisson 
Fowler Lee, Ga. Slayden 
Francis Legare Small 
Garner Lever Smith, N. Y. 
George Lewis Smith, Tex. 
Glass Lloyd Sparkman 
Godwin, N. C. Lobeck Stedman 
Gold!ogle McGillicuddy Stephens, Miss. 
Goodwin, Ark. McKellar Stephens, Nebr. 
Gould Magu.ire, Nebr. Stephens, Tex. 
Graham Mays Stone 
Gregg, Pa. Moon, Tenn. Sweet 
Gregg, Tex. Moore, Tex. Talbott, Md. 
Gu-dger Morrison Talcott, N. Y~ 
Hamilton, W. V.a. Moss, Ind. Thomas 
Hamlin Murray Tribble 
Hammond Neeley Turnbull 
Hardwick: O'Sh.auness,y; Tuttle 
Hardy Page Underhill 
Harrison, Miss. Pepper Underwood 
Harrison, N. Y. Peters Webb 
Hay Post White 
Hayden Pou Wilson, N. Y. 
Hefiln Rainey Wilson, Pa.. 
Helm Raker Witherspoon 
Henry, Tex. Randell, Tex. 

NAYS-13L 
Davidson 
Dodds 
Draper 
Driscoll, M. El. 
Dupre 
Dyer 
Esch 
Estopinnl 
Farr 
Focht 
Fordney 
French 
Gardner, N . .J. 
GOQd 
Gray 
Green, Iowa 
Greene, Mass. 
Guernsey 

Hanna Know land 
Harris Kopp 
Hartman La.trerty 
Haugen La Follette 
Hay~ Lawrence 
Helgesen Lee, Pa. 
Henry, Conn. Lenroot 
Higgins Lindbergh 
Hinds Longworth 
Howell Loud 
Howland McCreary 
Hughes, W. Va. McKenzie 
Humphrey, Wash. McKinley 
.Jackson McKinney 
Kahn McLaughlin 
Kent McMorran 
Kendall Madden 
Kennedy Malby 

Mann 
Martin, Colo. 
Matthews 
Miller 
Mondell 
Moon, Pa. 
Morse, Wis. 
Mott 
Murdock 
Needham 
Nelson 
Norris 
Nye 
Olmsted 
Parran 

Bartlett 
Bra.ntley 
Burgess 

Patton, Pa. 
Payne 
Pickett 
Plumley 
Porter 
Powers 
Pray 
Prince 
Prouty 
Ransdell, La. 
Ree.s 
Reyburn 
Roberts, Mass. 
Roberts, Nev. 
Rodenberg 

ANSWERED 

Rucker, Colo. 
Sells 
Simmons 
Sloan 
Smith, .J. M. C. 
Smith, SamL W. 
Steenerson 
Stephens, Cal. 
Sterling 
Ste>ens, Minn. 
Sulloway 
Switzer 
Taylor, Colo. 
Taylor, Ohio 
Thistle wood 

"PRESENT "-12. 
Davis, Minn. Fornes 
Dwight Gallagher 
Fairchild Garrett 

NOT VOTING-87. 

Aiken, S. C. De Forest Lafean 
Akin, N. Y. Dent Langham 
Ames Dickson, Miss. Langley 
Andrus Fields Levy 
Anthony Flood, Va. Lindsay 
Barcbfeld . Foss Linthicum 
Bartholdt Foster, Vt. Littlepage 
Bates Fuller Littleton 
Beall, Tex. Gardner, Mass. McCall 
Berger Gillett McCoy . 
Bin .~ham Goeke McDermott 
Borland Griest McGuire, Okla. 
Bradley Hamill McHenry 
Brown Hamilton, Mich. Macon 
Can trill Heald Maher 
Carlin Hill Martin, S. Dak. 
Cary Hobson Moore, Pa. 
Clark, Fla. Hubbard Morgan 
Copley Hughes. Ga. Oldfield 
Cox, Ind. Kindred Padgett 
Crumpacker Kinkaid, Nebr. Palmer 

·Curry Konig Patten, N. Y. 

So the previous question wa.s ordered. 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
On this vote : , 

Tilson 
Towner 
Utter 
Volstead 
Warburton 
Watkins 
Wedemeyer 
Wickliffe 
Wilder 
Willis 
Wood, N . .J. 
Woods, Iowa 
Young, Kans. 
Young, Mich. 

Hawley 
James 
Slemp 

Pujo 
Richardson 
Riordan 
Robinson · 
Rothermel 
Sheppard 
Sherley 
Smith, Cal 
Speer 
Stack 
Stanley 
Sulzer 
Taggart 
Taylor, Ala. 
Thayer 
Townsend 
Vreeland 
Weeks 
Whitacre 
Wilson, Ill. 
Young, Tex. 

Mr. SULZER (for the previous question) with Mr. PuJo 
(against) .• 

Until March 20: 
l\Ir. PATTEN of New York with Mr. MooBE ot Pennsylv~ 
Until l\larch 23 : 
Mr. A..IKEN of South Carnlina with Mr. BABTHOLDT. 
Until March 24 : 
l\Ir. JAMES with Mr . .McCALL. 
Until April 2, inclusive: 
l\Ir. BURGESS with Mr. WEEKS. 
Until April 5: 
Mr. THAYER with Mr. AMES. 
Until further notice: 
Mr. DICKSON of l\lississippi with l\Ir. ANTHONY. 
Mr. l\fcCoY with Mr. SPEER. 
Mr. PALMER with Mr. HILL. 
l\fr. HUGHES of Georgia with l\Ir. GRIEST. 
l\Ir. LITTLETON with Mr." DWIGHT: 
Mr. FIELDS with Mr. LANGLEY. 
l\Ir. GALLAGHER with Mr. FuLLER. 
Mr. OLDFIELD with Mr. BINGHAM. 

· l\fr. SHEPPARD with l\Ir. BATES. 
l\fr. HOBSON With l\Ir. FAIRCHILD. 
Mr. l\.Io.DE&MoTT with Mr. Foss~ 
Mr. SHERLEY with Mr. GILLETT. 
Mr. CnABK of Florida with Mr. LA.NGHA..'1. 
1\lr. MACON with l\fr. SMITH of California. 
l\fr. BEALL of Texas with Mr. HAWLEY (on all bills except in· 

come tax). 
l\Ir. DENT with l\Ir. DAVIB of Minnesota. 
l\fr. BROWN with Mr. BABCHFELD. 
Mr. c~ with Mr. C.ABY. 
Mr. FLOOD of Virginia with Mr. COPLEY. 
l\fr. KINDRED with Mr. CRUMPACKER. 
l\fr. KONIG with l\fr. CURRY. 
l\fr. LINTHICUM with Mr. FOSTER of Vermont. 
l\fr. LITTLEPAGE with l\1r. GARDNER of Massachusetts. 
l\Ir. p ADGETT with l\fr. HAMILTON of Michigan. 
Mr. ROTHERMEL with Mr. HUBBARD. 
Mr. STANLEY with Mr. KINKAID of Nebraska. 
l\fr. TOWNSEND with l\fr. LAFEAN. 
Mr. YouNG of Texas with l\fr. McGUIRE of OkJahoma. 
l\Ir. McHENRY with l\I.r. 1\lARTIN of South Dakota. 
l\fr. HAMILL with .Mr. VREELAND. 
Mr. TAYLOR of Alabama with Mr. WILSON of Illinois. 
l\Ir. LINDS.AY with Mr. I!EA.LD. 
For the session : 
Mr. RIO.RD.AN with lUr. ANDRUS. 
Mr. GLASS with Mr. SLEMP. 
Mr. FOB).'TES with Mr, BRADLEY. 
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Mr .. JAMES. Mr. Speaker, I desire to inquire if the gentle
man from Massachusetts, Mr. McCALL, is recorded as voting. 

1-'he SPEAKER. He is not recorded. 
l\Ir. JAMES. I have a general pair with him for 10 days, and 

I desire to withdraw my vote in the affirmative and vote "pres
ent." 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
'rhe SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to close gen

eral debate on the pending bill in 10 minutes. Those in favor 
will say " aye" ; those opposed, "no." 

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the 
ayes seemed to have it. 

l\fr. l\fA.NN. Mr. Speaker, I demand tlie yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call the roll. Those in favor 

of closing general debat.e on the pending bill in 10 minutes will 
answer " yea " when their names are called, and those opposed 
will answer "nay." 

The question was taken; and there were-yeas 157, nays 124, 
answered "present" 11, not voting 101, as follows: 

Adair 
Adamson 
Alexander 
Allen 
Anderson, Ohio 
Ashbrook 
Ayres 

.Barnhart 
Bathrick 
Bell, Ga. 
Blackmon 
Boehne 
Booher 
Buchanan 
Bulkley 
Burke, Wis. 
Burleson 
Burnett 
Byrnes, S. C. 
Byrns, Tenn. 
Callaway 
Candler 
Carlin 
Clayton 
Cline ~ 
Collier 
Connell 
Conry 
Covington 
Cravens 
Cullop 
Curley 
Daugherty 
Davenport 
DaYis, W. Va. 
Denver 
Dickinson 
Dies 
Difenderfer 
Dixon, Ind. 

Ainey 
Anderson, Minn. 
Bartlett 
Bowman 
Broussard 
Browning 
Burke, Pa. 
Burke, S. Dak. 
Butler 
Calder 
Camp be.II 
Cannon 
Cooper 
Crago 
Currier 
Dalzell 
Danforth 
Davidson 
Dodds 
Draper 
Driscoll, M. El 
Dupre 
Dye1· 
Esch 
IBstopir.al 
Farr 
Focht 
Fordney 
French 
Gardner, N. J. 
Gray 

Akin, N. Y. 
Burgess 
Carter 

Aiken, S~C. 
Ames 
Andrus 
Ansberry 
Anthony 
Austin 
Barchfeld 
B8l'tholdt 

YEAS-157. 
Donohoe 
Doremus 
Doughton 
Edwards 
Ellerbe 
Evans 
Faison 
Fergusson 
Ferris 
Finley 
Fitzgerald 
Floyd, Ark. 
Foster, Ill. 
Fowler 
Francis 
Garner· 
George• 
Glass 
Godwin, N. C. 
Goldfogle 
Goodwin, Ark. 
Gould 
Graham 
Gregg, Pa. 
Gregg, '.fex. 
Gudger 
Hamilton, W. Va. 
Hamlin 
Hammond 
Hardwick 
Hardy 
Harrison, Miss. 
Harrison, N. Y. 
Hay 
Hayden 
Ile fl in 
Helm 
Henr.v, Tex. 
Hensley 
Holland 

Houston Reilly · 
Howard Roddenbery 
Hughes, N. J.• Rouse 
Hull Ru bey 
Humphreys, Miss. Rucker, Mo. 
Jacoway Russell 
Johnson, Ky. Sabath 
Johnson, S. C. Saunders 
Jones Scully 
Kinkead, N. J. Shackleford 
Kitchin Sharp 
Kon op Sherwood 
Korbly Sims 
Lamb Sisson 
Lee, Ga. Slayden 
Lever Small 
Levy Smith, N. Y. 
Lewis Smith, Tex. 
Llnthicum Sparkman 
Lloyd Stedman 
Lobeck Stephens, Miss. 
McGillicuddy Stephens, Nebr. 
McKcllar Stephens, Tex. 
Maguire, Nebr. Sto~ 
Mays Sweet 
Moon, Tenn. Talbott, Md. 
Moore, Tex. Taylor, Ala. 
Morrison Thomas 
Moss, Ind. Tribble 
Murray Turnbull 
Neeley Tuttle 
O'Shaunessy Underhill 
Page Underwood 
Pepper Webb 
Peters Wilson, N. Y. ' 
Pou Wilson, Pa. 
Rainey Witherspoon 
Raker 
Randell, Tex. 
Rauch 

NAYS-124. 
Green, Iowa McCreary 
Greene, Mass. McK&nzie 
Guernsey McKinley 
Hanna McKinney 
Harris McLaughlin 
Hartman McMorran 
Haugen Mal by 
Hayes Mann 
Helgesen Martin, Colo. 
Henry, Conn. Mondell 
Higgins Moon, Pa. 
Hinds Morse, Wis. 
Howell Mott 
Howland Murdock 
Hughes, W. Va. Needham 
Humphrey, Wash. Nelson 
Jackson Norris 
Kahn Nye 
Kendall Parran 
Kennedy Patton, Pa. 
Kent Payne 
Kinkaid, Nebr. Pickett 
Know land Plumley 
Kopp Powers 
La Follette Pray 
Lawrence Prince 
Lee, Pa. Ransdell, La. 
Lenroot Rees 
Lindbergh R.eylmrn 
Longworth Roberts, Mass. 
Loud Roberts, Nev. 

ANSWERED "PRESENT "-11. 

· B!i~~fiinn. 
:F'ornes 

Gallagher 
Garrett 
Hawley. 

NOT VOTING-101. 
Bates 
Beall, Tex. 
Berger 
Bingham 
Borland 
Bradley 
Brantley 
Brown 

Can trill 
Cary 
Catlin 
Clark, Fla. 
Claypool 
Copley 
Cox, Ind. 
Cox, Ohio 

Rodenberg 
Rucker, Colo. 
Sells 
Simmons 
Slemp 
Sloan 
Smith, J. M. C. 
Smith, Saml. W. 
Steenerson 
Stephens, Cal. 
Sterling 
Stevens, Minn. 
Sulloway 
Switzer 
Taylor, Colo. 
Ta:vlor, Ohio 
Thistlewood 
Tilson 
Utter 
Volstead 
Vreeland 
Wi!.rburton 
Watkins 
Wedemeyer 
Wickliffe 
Wilder 
Willis 
Wood, N. J. 
Woods, Iowa 
Young, Kans. 

1 Young, Mich. 

James 
Olmsted 

Crumpacker 
Curry 
De Forest 
Dent 
Dickson, Miss. 
Driscoll, D. A. 
Fairchild 
Fields 

Flood, Va. Lafean 
Foss Lafferty 
Foster, Vt. Langham . 
Fuller Langley 
Gardner, l\Iass. Legare 
Gillett Lihdsay 
Goeke Littlepage 

'Good Littleton 
Griest McCall 
Hamm McCoy 
Hamilton, Mich. McDermott 
Heald McGuire, Okla. 
Hill McHenry 
Hobson Macon 
Hubbard Madden 
Hughes. Ga. Maher 
Kindred Martin, S. Dak. 
Konig Matthews 

So the motion was agreed to. 

Miller 
Moore, Pa. • 
Morgan 
Oldfield 
Padgett 
Palmer 
Fatten, N. Y. 
Porter 
Post 
Prouty 
Pujo 
lledfield 
Richardson 
Riordan 
Robinson 
Rothermel 
Sheppard 
Sherley 

Smith, Cal. 
Speer 
Stack 
Stanley 
Sulzer 
Taggart 
Talcott, N. Y. 
Thayer 
Towner 
Townsend 
Weeks 
Whitacre 
White 
Wilson, Ill. 
Young, Tex.. 

The Clerk announced the following additional pairs : 
Until further notice: 
.l\fr. Cox of Indiana with Mr. TOWNER. · 
.l\Ir. RICHARDSON with Mr. WILSON of Illinois. 
Mr. ANSBERRY with l\Ir. PROUTY. 
l\fr. YOUNG of Texas with l\Ir. PATTEN of New York. 
Mr. WHITE with 1\Ir. MILLER. 
l\Ir. TALCOTT of New York with l\Ir. MATTHEWS. 
Mr. REDFIELD with l\Ir. MADDEN. 
l\fr: POST with l\Ir. LAFFERTY. 
l\fr. LEGARE with .l\Ir. FOSTER of Vermont. 
l\fr. GOEKE with l\Ir. Goon. 
l\fr. DANIEL A. DRISCOLL with l\lr. COPLEY. 
l\fr. Cox of Ohio with Mr. CATLIN. 
Mr. CLAYPOOL with l\Ir. AUSTIN. 
l\Ir. FLOOD. of Virginia with Mr. OLMSTED. 
Mr. CARTER with l\ir. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. 
Mr. OLMSTED. l\fr. Speaker, I :find that I am paired with 

the gentleman from Virginia, l\Ir. Fr.oon, who did not Yote. I 
desire to change my yote from "nay" to "present." 

The result of the vote was announced as aboYe recorded. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion 

to go into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 21213) to 
amend an act entitled "An act to provide revenue, equalize 
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and 
for other purposes," approved August 5, 1non. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 

Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid
eration of the bill H. R. 21213, with l\Ir. ADAIR in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Comrni ttee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid
eration of the bill H. R. 21213, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H. R. 21213) to amend un act entitled "An act to provide 

revenue, equalize duties, and encourage the industries of the United 
States, and for other purposes," approved August 5, 1909. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD and Mr. PAY:I\TE rose. 
The CHAIRMAN. By order of the House, general debate is 

limited to 10 minutes. 
l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I will say to the gentle

man from New York [Mr. PAYNE] that I will yield him hnlf of 
my time. 
• Mr. PAYNE. l\Ir. Chairman, I desire to take the floor in my 
O\vn right, inasmuch as the other side of the House has already 
consumed 38 minutes more time than this side. l\Iy desire is 
in accordance with the usual rule and practice of the House. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I will state to the gentle
man from New York that I offered a liberal amount of time for 
debate on this bill, and now offer an equal division of the time 
between the gentleman and myself. The proponents of this b·n 
are entitled to close, according to all the ·precedents of the 
House. If the gentleman from New York desires half of the 
remaining time, I wm yield it to him. 

Mr. PAYNE. If the gentleman from Alabama has not oppor
tunity to close the debate, it is his own fault, because he made 
the motion to close this debate in 10 minutes from now, and his 
attention was called to it by me, and the figures were girn11 
from the desk showing that his side had consumed 38 minutes 
more than our side. Under all parliamentary law and the prac
tice of the House since I have been a Member of this body I am 
entitled to these 10 minutes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The excess time of which the gentleman 
complains as used by this side was yielded to gentlemen who 
spoke in opposition to the bill on this side of the House, so that 
more time has been consumed in opposition to this bill than in 
favor of it. 

I will state to the gentleman from New York that I propose 
to close this debate, but if the gentleman desires one-half of the 
time remaining I will yield it to him. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. 1\IANN. The Chair recognized yesterday first a gentle

man on the Democratic side of the House for an hour and next 
a gentleman on the Republican side, following the usual custom 
of recognizing first one side and then the other. The last gen
tleman who was recognized was a member of the committee, my 
colleague from Illinois [Mr. RAINEY], who ·consumed one hour. 
Is not a gentleman on this side of the House entitled now to be 
given recognition? 

The CHAIRl\lAN. · The Chair would answer the gentleman 
from Illinois by stating that general debate on this bill has been 
limited to 10 minutes, and the Chair feels that it is only right 
and proper, in view of that fact, to recognize the gentleman who 
is in charge of the bill--
. Mr. MANN. Breaking over the custom heretofore of giving 

the recognition first to one side and then to the other? 
Mr. JAMES. 1\Ir. Chairman, much of the time which the gen

tleman from Illinois [Mr. RAINEY] controlled yesterday was 
yielded to gentlemen who spoke in opposition to the bill. 

l\fr. MANN. I am talking about recognition. He was recog
nized by the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. He was recognized by the Chair, but he 
yielded most all of his time to gentlemen who spoke in opposi-

1 tion to the bill. The Chair recognizes the fact that those op
posing the bill have consumed the major part of the time de
voted to debate on the bill. 

Mr. MANN. If general debate has not been closed, I think 
it would be clear that the Chair would recognize gentlemen on 
this side of the House. Do I understand that because the gen
tleman from Alabama moved to close debate that takes away 
the right of recognition from this side of the House and trans
fers it to. the other side of the House? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair did not make that statement. 
The Chair holds that, in view of the limited debate, it is right 
and proper to recognize the gentlem·an in charge of the bill. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Does the gentleman desire me to yield 
half the time? 

Mr. PAYNE. I desire to get all the time I can. 
1\fr. UNDERWOOD. · I decline to yield to that proposition, 

but I am willing, if the gentleman wants it, to yield him half 
the time. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from New York 
[1\Ir. PAYNE] . 

1\Ir. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I have been a Member of the 
House now for about 28 years, and this beats all the perform
ances that have ever been exhibited here by any party, by any 
leader, by any gentleman who is a Member of the House. We 
are not only confined to five hours' debate on this important 
measure, but this morning, after offering us an hour's debate 
in addition to what had already been had, and asking us to con
sent to yield half of that time to them, when they had had 40 
minutes' more time than we had in the debate yesterday, and 
because we would not accept that monstrous proposition in re
gard to debate, the gentleman from Alabam~ immediately 
moved that general debate be closed in 10 minutes. 

Well, now, it is the duty of the Chair, protecting the minority 
of the House according to the rules and practice of the House, 
and it is the duty of every gentleman on that side of the House 
fo see to it that I have the 10 minutes. But. no; the gentleman 
from Alabama [1\fr. UNDERWOOD] comes in here and refuses 
that. "Upon what meat qoth this our Cresar feed that he is 
grown so great?" [Laughler on the Republican side.] 

He not only regulates that side 0f the House and robs us, his 
own side agreeing to it, of 40 minutes of debate, but also insists 
that he must have half of the liberal allowance of 10 minutes in 
which to close all debate. 

Why, l\fr. Chairman, the campaign of a year ago last fall 
was carried on the hypothesis that we on this side of the House 
had exercised the powers of a Czar, that we bad been display
ing our power and depriving the minority of their rights. With 
what face will the gentleman go to the people next fall and say 
that he has not only equaled our record, but he has gone so far 
beyond it in playing the Czar that there is no comparison be
tween the two? [Applause on the Republican side.] 

He seems to think that anything that the gentleman from 
Alabama says is going down with the American · people. He 
comes in here with propositions that frighten people to death 
in the business worlcI, and the only reason that business is not 
entirely paralyzed is because the business world recognizes the 
impotency of the gentleman from Alabama to enact any of these 
measures into law. 

He may stand behind the caucus; he may deprive us of our 
rights on the floor; but there is another tribunal to judge his 
acts and judge of the measures which he brings in_ here, _ and 
no bland smile, no waving of the hand, no repeating· of the 
parrot cry that "the business people of the country need not be 
a larmed" will reach the people of the country when they come 

to cast up the account with the- Democratic Party in November 
next. [Applause on the Republican side.] Go on and walk over 
us. We are willing to suffer what little martyrdom there is in 
it for the time being. We are willing you should go on and 
legislate in caucus. We are willing you should go on and bring 
in tariff bills here that you dare not submit to the decent dis
cussion and debate that has hitherto taken place in the House 
of Representatives. You say that no business ·interests· will be 
affected when you lay the ax at the root of the tree of the 
prosperity of the country, with the idea that your assurance will 
be accepted by the American people. There is a forum where 
we can discuss these questions, and we are willing to discuss 
them and submit them to the people of the United States, 
and in that forum there is no gentleman from Alabama to cut 
us down to five minutes' debate. [Applause on the Republican 
side.] 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. l\Ir. Chairman [applause on the Demo
cratic side], it is evident from the remarks of the gentleman 
from New York [1\Ir. PAYNE] thaf he did not desire time to 
discuss the bill before the House. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] No man on that side of the House can justly lay the 
charge at the door of the e-0ntrolling party in this House that 
it has not been fair in the consideration of the great measures 
that have come before the House of Representatives. We have 
discarded your cloture rule, and by your dilatory tactics to-day 
you are trying to congest legislation by consuming time, so that 
at the end of this session you will force us to adopt your drastic 
Republican rules to pass legislation before. this Congress ad
journs. Nobody in the country is misled by the tactics you are 
playing. We propose to show to the American people that we 
can pass the legislation that this country demands without 
drastic rules or stifling legitimate debate. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] I offered to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. PAYNE] the day before yesterday 11 hours' debate on this 
bill. He declined to accept it. 

Mr. PAYNE. I made a proposition to ·rnte on SatuTday, and 
I have had no reply to that, except the gentleman's motion. 
[Cries of " Regular order ! "] 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman from New York de
clined, and his colleague from Illinois [1\Ir. MANN] declined the 
proposition. Eleven hours' debate on this schedule, that .only, 
contains four paragraphs, was more in proportion than all the 
time yon allowed for debate on the Payne tariff bill when you 
brought it before this House. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

Last night I again offered that side of the House the privilege 
of debating this bill in a night session, and your leader put us 
on notice that he would demand a quorum. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. PAYNE] knows as well as I do, and the 
country knows, that most of the debate that is carried on in 
this House is carried on when a quorum is not present, and 
that if we had come here under the demand for n quorum last 
night it would have been necessary to call the roll most of the 
evening to obtain a quorum. This morning I again offered lib
erality in debate, and proposed to allow two hours' debate on 
this bill before it was voted on; and now, when the general de- -
bate is closed, I propose to allow every Member of this HQJlse 
to have an opportunity, within reasonable limitations, to pre
sent amendments to this bill and to consider it legitimately. 

When the Payne taTiff bill was before this House for consid
eration, did the gentleman from New York .[M.r. PAYNE] allow 
any man on this floor to propose to put sugar on the free list 
or to cut down the high-tariff duties that he was putting on the 
bellies of the American people? [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] He brought in a rule here under which there was no 
opportunity whatever to amend this schedule or to consider it. 
He drove it through by a party majority. Now, 1\Ir. Speaker, I 
was willing to have reasonable and liberal debate on this bill, 
but it does not need debate. The main question involved iu 
this bill is one simple proposition, and that is as to whether you 
are going to remove the burden of $115,000,000 of taxation that 
you are levying to-day on the consuming masses of the Ameri
can people, or whether you are willing to vote to put this sched
ule on the free list and to tax to a reasonable extent the great 
idle wealth of America. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

The CHAIRMAN. All time having expired, the Clerk will 
read the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows : 
Be it e1iacted, etc., That on and after the day following the passage 

of this act, there shall be levied, collected, and paid the rates of. duty 
which are prescribed in the paragraphs of this act upon the articles 
hereinafter enumerated, when imported from any foreign country intQ 
the United States or into any of its possessions (except the Philippine 
Islands and the islands of Guam and Tutuila), and the said paragraphs 
and sections shall constitute and be a substitute for paragraphs 216 to 
219, inclusive, of section 1 of an act entitled "An act to provide reve
nue, equalize duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, 
and for other purposes," appro.ved August 5, 1909. 
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l\Ir. WARBURTON. Mr. Chairman, I have :m amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Washington offers an 

amendment, which the Clerk will report. 
The Clerk read as follows : 
Strike out all of line 3, page 1, and insert in lieu thereof the words : 

~·That on and after the 1st day of October, 1912." 

l\Ir. WARBURTON. l\fr. Chairman, I want to congratulate 
the Democratic majority of this House for having reported out 
of the committee one of the features of a bill introduced by me 
at the last session. I introduced a bill last session placing sugar 
on the free list. It was the first bill to place sugar on the free 
list that has_ been introduced in 10 years. I coupled with it an
other very important provision which I think ought to have been 
reported with and as a p~rt of this bill. l\ly bill provided for an 
increase of internal-revenue tax on tobacco, cigars, and so forth, 
that would raise our revenue from that source about eighty to 
ninety million dollars---considerably more than double the pres
ent internal-revenue tax on tobacco. There is no doubt about 
the constitutionality of my proposed tobacco legislation or the 
amount of re·rnnue that it would bring to the Treasury. If the 
committee does not agree with me as to the proposed increase of 
internal-revenue tax on tobacco as a whole, it certainly does at 
least as to one item-snuff. 

The present rate on snuff is about 8 per cent of the retail 
price. The present rate on sugar is from 36 to 40 per cent of 
the average retail i1rice. If you will raise the revenue tax on 
snuff to 40 or 50 cents a pound, it will be paying then about 
the same rate of tax as our tariff on woolen goods or our pres
ent rate of sugar. · If you _increase the tax on snuff to 50 cents 
a pound, you can raise about $12,000,000 in revenue from this 
one item, where you now raise abotit $2,000,000. Certainly, 
snuff is a luxury. It can not be classed by anyone as a neP-es
sity. No one needs to use it. To most people it is a disgusting 
habit, and if a man or woman persist in using it he or she 
ought to be willing to pay a high tax upon it. I say take the 
tax off of sugar and at the same time raise the tax on snuff. 
Let the man or woman who wants to use snuff pay as large a 
percentage on the retail price as a poor woman does when she 
is compelled to buy sugar for herself and her children. I hope 
the Ways and Means Committee will report my bill on tobacco, 
but, if not, certainly you can report it on snuff. 
THE PRICE OF SUGAR TO EVERY CO~SUMER IS INCREASED THE FULL 

AMOUNT OF THE TARIFF-SUGAR WOULD RETAIL FOR AT LEAST 1.9 CENTS 
LESS PER POUND THAN I'l' NOW DOES IF THE TARIFF WERE RE1"10VED. 

In the discussion of the bill before us the first and most im-
portant point to be determined is · the effect that the law will 
have, if enacted, on the price of sugar to the consumer. Will 
the consumer get the full benefit of the reduction of the tariff? 
Is the price of sugar to the consumer at the present time ·in
creased by the full amount of the tariff? I say, without fear 
of successful contradiction, that the consumer does pay $1.90 a 
hundred pounds, or 1.9 cents a pound (the amount of our 
tariff), more for sugar now than we would if this bill were to 
become a Jaw. This can easily be shown by undisputed statis
tics available to anyone. 

The Statistical Abstract for the United States for the year 
1910 gives the price of raw sugar in foreign countries for m:rny 
years; also tl1e wholesale price of granulated sugar in New 
York for the sutne years, which figures in part I give in the 
first and second columns below. 

I add another column, which shows ·the difference between 
the raw sugar mentioned in the first column and the wholesale 
price jn New York. In the fourth column I will place the tariff 
for the same years. 
Table of price.~ of foreigii rnw sugar; 1oholesale prices of refined sugar in 

New Yorlc, etc., from 1891 to 1910, inclusive. 

Average cost Wholesale Difference in 
price of gran- cost of foreign per pound in ulated sugar sugar and Tariff on 

Year. 
foreign coun-- at New York wholesale price refined sugar. 

tries. (per pound). in New York. 

Column 1. Column 2. Column3. Column 4. 

189-7 .•• ······- ·- ·- 2.01 4.50 2.49 1. 95 
1898 ••.•....•..... 2.25 4.97 2. 72 1.95 
1899 ••••.•..•.•.•• 2.39 4.92 2.53 1.95 
l!l()()_ •• ·-· ··-··- ·- 2.4.9 5.32 2.83 1. 95 
1901 ... •·········· 2.28 2.55 2. 77 1. 95 
1902 ..•• ·--······· 1.82 4.46 2.64 1.95 
1903_···-··-···-·· 1. 71 4.64 2.93 - 1.95 
1904 ...• ·--··--·-- 1.94 4. 77 2.83 1.95 
1905 ••••....•..... 2.65 5.26 2.61 1.95 
1906 .•.•. --·---·-- 2.15 4.52 2.37 1.95 
1907 ·-· ··-·-·-···- 2.11 4.G5 2.54 1.95 
1908. --···--·····- 2.38 4.96 2.58 1. 95 
1909 ... ··········· -2.30 4. 76 2.4G 1.95 
1910. - --· -·- ·- -··· 2.eo 4. 97 2.37 1.90 

The usual cost given- for refining sugar is 40 cents per hun
dred pounds. I am certain that this is equal to the actual cost. 

If w~ add ~o the co~t price of foreign raw sugar each year, as 
ment10ned m column 1, the cost of 40 cents for refining and 
the $1.D5 tariff for the same year, we will find that this sum is 
from 10 cents to 98 cents less than the wholesale price of su<7ar 
~n New York. This table could be run back for 40 years, :Ud 
m no case would we find a single year where the wholesale 
price of sugar in New York was not larger than the price of 
raw sugar abroad, plus the cost of refining, plus the full tariff 
duty for each year. I would like to have some opponent of this 
bill explain this table on the theory that sugar has not cost the 
consumer tl1e full amount of the tariff more than it otherwise 
would cost if the tariff was eliminated. In fact, the wholesale 
price of granulated sugar in New York during the 14 years 
given in the table averages 28 cents per hundred pounds plus 
the full tariff above the cost of like sugar in Hamburg. . 

On page G of the report of the majority members of the Ways 
and l\Ieans Committee on the proposed bill is given a. compara
tive table of the price of raw and refined sugar from 1900 to 
1911, inclusive. I quote below that part Gf the table which re
lates to granulated sugar at the different places. 

G-ra1iulatecl sugar. 

Year. 

1900 1901::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
1902 .. ·-···-··--·····-···-··-·····-
1903 ............•..............•... 
1904 . 1905::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
1906 .............................. . 
1907 . mos::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
1909.· ........ ··-. --- ---· ···- ··-· ··-
1910 ......................... ---· ·· 1911. ............................. . 

Difierence be-
tween export 

Export price Wholesale price price at Ham.
at Hamburg. at New York. liurgand whole-

sale price at 

2.64 
2.29 
1. 79 
2.11. 
2.55-
'3.00 
2. 31 
2.40 
2.63 
2. 78 
3.22 
3.20 

E . 3~ 
5.05 
4.45 
4.€3· 
4. 77 
5. 25 
4. 51 
4.65 
4:95 
4. 76 
4. 97 
5.34 

New York. 

2.68 
2. 76 

• 2.66 
. 2.52 

2. 22 
2.25 
2.20 
2.25 
2.32 
1. 98 
1. 75 2.14 

It will be noticed . that in every year but one-1910-the 
price of granulated sugar in New York wns from 8 to 86 cents 
plus our full tariff higher in New York than in Hamburg. In 
1910 raw sugar in Hamburg was 20 cents a 100 pounds higher 
than in foreign countries generally. This accounts for the 
fact that in 1910 there was not quite the full tariff difference 
between the price of sugar in Hamburg and in New York. 

.Again, I ask any Member 0f the House who is opposed to this 
bill to explain why the wholesale price of sugar in New York 
is the full tariff rate, and then some, above the pricP of like sugar 
in Hamburg if it is not our tariff that makes the difference. 
Certain it is that during all these years we could have pur
chased our refined sugar in the markets of Europe for more 
than the full tariff rate less than the wholesale price in New 
York. But we would not have been compelled to go to Europe 

. for our sugar. We can always buy it cheaper in Cuba than we 
can buy it in Europe. The price of sugar in Cuba is regulated 
by the market price in Europe. It is equal to the market price 
in Europe less the freight from Cuba. We need no facts or fig. 
ures to prove this. Cuba must sell her sugar abroad, and natu
rally she sells it to the country that lies nearest to her. A.$ 
this country is the nearest, we will always get the Cuban sugar 
for as much less than the European price as the freight rate to 
our ports is less than the freight. rate from Cuban ports to 
European ports. 

The following table in column 1 shows the price of raw beet 
sugar at the ports in Great Britain, with the transportation 
and insurance included at the ports, ns shown by the Statistical 
Abstract of Great Britain, to which I have added 40 cents for 
refining. The second column shows the wholesale price of 
granulated sugar in New York. 'l'he third colnmn shows the 
difference between the wholesale price in New York and the 
import price in Great Britain plus the refining cost of 40 cents 
per 100 pounds. 

G-ranulated sugar. 

Yea.rs. 

1900·-=·-·--······-··---··--·-----· 
1901.- ..... -··--···-···-·····-··---
1902 ... --···--··········--··· ····-· 
1903 __ .• -- .... ~-· - ... - -· - .. - -· - .. - . 
1904.----····---····--·-···-·---·-· 
1905 .•••.•••. -·-···-·----··-······· 
1906 ••. ··- ··--··-·-·············· .. 
1907 ...... ·--·--···--·-·-·····--··· 
1908 ..••..••••••..•••••••• ; .••.•... 1909 ... ···- ············ .... -·· .... . 
1910 .... ··-- ·--··· ··· ·-·-······· .. . 

Export price 
Great Britain, 
tarill unpaid. 

2.58 
2.17 
1. 46 
2.24 
2.59 
2. 72 
2.32 
2.49 2.G9 
2.33 
2.94 

Wholesale 
price in New 

York. 

5.32 
5.05 
4.45 
4.63 
4. 77 
5.25 
4.51 
4.G5 
4.95 
4. 76 
4. 97 

Dillerence be
tween export 
price in Great 

Britain and · 
wholesale price 
in New York. ' 

2. 74 
2.75 
2.49 
2.39 
2.18 
2.53 2.19 
2.16 
2.42 
1. 93 
2.03 
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The average wholesale price in New York for refined sugar 

for the 11 years mentioned in the above table is $4.84 per hun
dred pounds, or the difference between the wholesale price in 
England and New York for the 11 years mentioned in the table 
is $2.10 per hundred pounds. In the table above I have included 
40 cents per hundred pounds for refining over the cost price of 
raw sugar in England. The Statistical Abstract for Great 
Britain also gives the export price-the wholesale price-of re
fined sugar for the years from 1900 to 1911, -inclusive, which are 
as follows: 1900 _____________________________________ _________________ 2.89 

1901-------------- ------------- ------------------ --------- 2.64 
1902--------------~--------------------------------------- 2.30 1903 ______________________ _______________________ _________ 2.33 
1904 _____________________________________ ______ ________ ___ 2.67 

1905----------------------------~------------------------ 3.23 1906 ______________________________________________________ 2. 52 
1907 ______________________________________________ ____ ____ 2. 61 

1908--------------~-----------~--------------------------- 2. 82 1909 ______________________________________________________ 2.91 

1910----------- -----------------------------~------------ - 3. 39 
This makes the average price for the 11 years $2.75 per hun

dred pounds, the difference between the price in Great Britain 
and New York averages $2.09 per hundred pounds for the 11 
years. The average price in New York, then, is 14 cents per 
hundred more than the full tariff rate. This would more than 
pay the cost of transporting the sugar from London to New York. 

I might add that :frequent confusion occurs in tables by the 
word " wholesale " price in different countries. The wholesale 
price as mentioned here in the table I have given is the whole
sale price of refined sugar at the refiners' and not the price of 
the wholesalers, as the word is ordinarily used. The price 
quoted in England can be absolutely relied upon. It is the price 
of sugar on board the vessel at the port where it is received, 
and the price on which duty is paid to the British Government. 
The price is accurate. No importer could fool the English of
ficer if he tried, :rnd if he did the penitentiary would be open
ing to him the next· day. These prices are more reliable than 
any you can get from a trade book or trade journal or from the 
testimony of interested parties before a committee of Congress. 

T.b.ese facts show conclusively that sugar costs the consumer 
the full amount of the tariff aboYe what he would otherwise 
pay; but if otber evidence were needed, I have here an au
thority which, I assume, to at least all of the doubting Repub
icans, will be overwhelmingly convincing. The Committee on 
,Ways and l\feans that reported the McKinley bill, placing all 
sugar up to No. 16 Dutch standard on the free list and only 
placing a half a cent a pound on refined sugar, in its report 
says: 

In 1888 the consumptton of sugar in the United States was 1,469,997 
tons, or 53.1 pounds per inhabitant. Of this only 189,814 tons _(375,-
904,197 pounds) were produced in the United States, and 1,280,18!r'tons, 
or seven-eighths of our consumption, were imported. We have not at 
band the statistics of sugar consumption and production for 1889, but 
the relative proportion of domestic. to foreign production was substan
tially the same. So large a portion of sugar is imported that the home 
production of sugar does not materially affect the price, and the duty 
is therefore a ta:s: which is added to the price not only of the imported, 
but of the domestic product, which is not true of the duties imposed on 
articles produced or made here substantially to the extent of our wants. 

In 1889 the duties collected on imported sugar and molasses amounted 
to $55,()75,610. Add ..to this the increase of price of domestic ·sugar 
arising from the duty and it is clear that the duty on sugar and mo
lasses made the <!Ost of sugar and molasses consumed by the people of 
this country at least $64,000,000, or about $1 for each man, woinau, 
and child . in the United States more than it would have been if no 
such duties had been levied and the domestic product had remained the 
same. 

This report was made by such eminent Republicans as 
Messrs. McKinley, Bayne, Dingley, PAYNE, LA FoL"LETTE, and 
Gear. 

Notice this language: 
So large a portion of sugar Is Imported that the home production of 

~mga'.r does not materially affect the price, and the duty is therefore a 
tax which is added to the price not only of the imported, but of the 
domestic product, which is not true of duties imposed on articles pro-
duced or made here substantially to the extent of our wants. . 

We do not produce substantially sugar to the full extent of 
our wants; in fact, we produce but a slight proportion of it. 
It is sta ted in the report, as above mentioned, that in 1890 we 
were producing only one-eighth, or 12! per cent, of the amount 
we consumed. With 22 years of an enormously burdensome 
tariff enacted to promote the production of sugar in the United 
States, we, for the fiscal year ending 1912, will produce only 
20.7 per cent of the amount we consume. This is not a guess, 
but the percentage as given to me by the Bureau of Statistics. 
We have only incr eased in the 22 years since this report was 
made the proportion of production to a consumption 8 per cent. 
I will show la ter that this slight increase in production has cost 
the people a lmost $2,000,000,000 to secure it. 

That the l\IcKinley law saved the people the full amount of 
the reduction in the tariff made by it is supported by the mi
nority report of the Way and l\Ieans Committee on the Wilson· 
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bill. This report was made two and a half years after the 
McKinley law went into effect. It reads in part as follows: 

The Fifty-first Congress was a protective Congress, and not believing 
in a tarilf for revenue only, wisely repealed the old law, and for the first 
time in the history of the countI·y sugar came free to th~ neonle. This 
has resulted in a direct saving to the American people of over $200,-
000,000, less $16,717,726 paid for bounty and $11,000,000 estimated to 
be due to the producers for this year, which would aggregate $27, 717,000, 
being a direct saving of over $1.25 per year for each person in the 
United States. · 

This report was signed by Thomas B. Reed, Julius C. Bur
rows, SERENO E. PAYNE, JOHN DALZELL, Albert J . Johnson, and 
John H. Gear. 

This enormous saving was made in two and one-half years. 
These :figures can only be true on the theory that there was 
saved to the people every penny the tariff was reduced. 

Congressman Gear, of Iowa, when discussing the McKinley 
law, said: 

It ~lso proves conclusively to my mind that the duty on sugar is not 
a protective duty, but that it is a purely revenue duty to the extent of 
90 per cent of every dollar collected from the people. Sir, this duty 
ln the place of being protective is a bastard revenue which has crept 
in under the wing of protection and has held a· place in our tariiI 
schedules to which it is not entitled by reason of the fact that we can 
only produce 10 per cent of our consumption, and that all probability 
of producing sugar equal to our annual increased consumption is an 
impossibility for the cane growers of this country to accomplish. 

We are absolutely, as I have said, at the mercy of the refiners, and 
how much mercy can the people expect of that patriotic institution 
called the Sugar Trust? ·we can from our past experience readily 
imagine. Why, sir, within a short space of time the sugar refiners, not 
content with the measure of protection given them by the tariff sched
ules, have organized a "trust" which embraces within its limits about 
70 per cent of all the sugar r~finers in the United States. 

Congressman Burrows, of Michigan, expressed his views as 
follows during the debate on the Wilson bill: 

Seventy-five millions of people are to . be burdened with a tax on 
sugar in order to hold the votes of the sugar-producing State of Louis
iana, and the Sugar Trust has had to have its demands satisfied in 
order to insure liberal contributions to the Democratic campaign fund; 
while Republican Senators had but to threaten interminable debate to 
secure full protection to the industries of their State. 

Hon. SERENO E . PAYNE, of _New York, said during the debate 
on the Wilson bill : 

I shall vote against each of these popgun bills except that providing 
for free sugar, and I shall be very glad to join in voting for free sugar, 
because I believe in it on principle. I shall vote for it, not for the pur
pose, as you gentlemen claim, of benefiting the Democratic Party, or 
helping you to masquerade before the people, because every man of you 
on that side of the House knows that you will not get any from sugar 
in this Fif~!' third Co:ugress. 

* * * • • 
I am in favor of free sugar because I believe that the refiner does 

not need a duty to refine sugar profitably in this country. 
~ * * * * 

This is one of the most disgraceful acts of all the long history of 
tariff legislation. The so-called McKinley bill found this article bear
ing a heavy duty. .This was a revenue duty, because only one-tenth of 
our consumption was produced in this country and the other nine
tenths was purchased abroad. The tariff became a direct tax upon the 
consumer and it was paid by him. · 

* * • • • * 
And so free raw materials have vanished from the bill . Then they 

have got sugar in. They have adopted my friend's "ail- valorem," a 
rate of 40 per cent on sugar. They have adopted it because it is such 
a rate as the importer always wants-an ad valorem rate. The im
porter in this instance was the great Sugar Trust; and the Sugar Trust 
demanded ah ad valorem. and, of course, the Sugar Trust got it-a 
rate of 40 per cent on raw sugar, 40 per cent on refined sugar, and be
cause the trust does not import refined sugar an additional rate of one
eighth of a cent a pound on that. 

ROBERT 1\i. LA FOLLETTE, now a Senator, said in a speech on 
the McKinley bill : 

This difference in policy is strikingly illustrl).ted in the way the two 
bills have dealt with two most important articles of import-sugar and 
wool. It having been shown after years of experiment that we could . 
only produce about one-tenth of our sugar from cane, tlle Republican 
bill has reduced the revenue $54,000,000 by placing sugar on the free 
list. 

Congressman Charles H. Grosvenor, of Ohio, said of the 
McKinley bill : 
thi'~~~eb\\~f.uts sugar, for the purpose of the consumer, absolutely upon 

* * * * * * * The country will save $45,000,000 at least the first year, and it may 
be more than that, and the industry will not be discouraged thereby. 
In doing this we test the question, moreover, of the effect of protective 
duties upon trusts and combinations, for the most flagrant and oppres
sive trust in the United States to-day is the trust in sugar. If it be 
true, as our Democratic friends claim, that a protective tariff promotes 
trusts, then we shall strike down this -great trust in this way. 

Senator Allison: 
M.v answer to that is · that we have encouraged under the tariff thi;i 

production of sugar nearly since the foundation of the Government, and 
the result has been that there is about as much sugar produced now as 
there was in 1850, with a consumption largely in excess of the con
sumption of any other country in the world. Upon other items where 
we have the capacity to produce an article . to the full amount of the 
·consumption we have found by · experiment that the price has been re
duced, That is notaoly so of iron and steel, l.mt it has not been thus 
far with sugar. 
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Senator Spooner stated. his views in this language: 
There has not lJeen a year stnce 1860 that if the people of the United 

'States (but fol" the re>enue which the war made necessary they should 
have to carry on the Government and pay th~ debbl which had been en
tailed) bad bought the entire Louisiana. sugar produce and dumped ' it 
into the Gulf they wauld not have made from $35,000,000 to $45,000,000. 

When the McKinley bill was under discussion Senator CULLOM 

said: 
Whether placing sugar on the free list will cheapen the article to the 

-consumer is doubted by some. I believe it will cheapen it. It it does 
cheapen it to the people it should never be taken o1f the free list unless 
1t shall become necessary for revenue purposes. 

Hon. Mar~ H. Dunnell, of Minnesota, said: 
The country will applaud the provisions of the · bill that places all 

sugars under No. 16 in color upon the free list, saving annually to the 
consumers of the article of universal use not less than $56,000,000. 
WILT, THE COXSU?>IBR GET THE FULL BENEFIT IF THE TARIFF LS REMOVED 

OR REDUCED? 

It is .strenuo~ly insisted by those who desire to maintain the . 
present tariff on sugar that if we do remove the tariff the con
sumer will not get the benefit I am certain that this claim is 
not well founded. It certainly has no basis of fact in the 
history of our tariff on sugar to sustain it. If the proposed law 
does not reduce the price of ·sugar to the consumer, why should 
the sugar industry so strenuously oppose the reduction'? If the 
remuval of the tariff will not reduce the price of sugar, it cer
tainly will not hurt the producer. But the truth is the men _en
gaged in the sugar industry knows full well that every penny 
we reduce the ta:riff a like penny will go off of the price of 
sugar to the consumer and they will get a penny less for their 
products. This has been the ·case in every Teduction of the 
tariff we have made affecting sugar. In March, 1870, we r-e
duced the price on refined sugar from 5 cents to 4 cents. The 
following year sugar dropped a full :cent a pound as compared 
with th~ preceding year. In March, 1883, we further reduced 
th~ price of i·efined sugar a !half cent a pound and the next year 
raw sugar fell about seven-tenth& of a .cent a pound and refined 
about 1.2 cents a DOund. ln 1890, under the McKinley law, the 
price of refined sugar was reduced 3 cents a pound, and I will 
later show that the consumer got the full benent of this 3 cents 
a pound reduction. In August, 1894, under the Wilson law, the 
tariff was increased a 'little over a half cent a pound. If we 
will compare the two years preceding the date that this law 
went into effect with the two yeal's following, and take into 
account the difference in the cost of raw sugar, we will see 
that the price of sugar was increased the full amount of the 
tariff. In 1897, by the Dlngley Act t.he tariff on refined sugar 
was increased by about six-tenths of a cent a pound.. If we 
compare the three y.eru·s after the Dingley law went into effect 
with the three years preceding under the Wilson law we will 
-find that sugar advanced the full amount of t:b.e increased tarlff 
under the Dingley Jaw over the Wilson law. These facts show 
beyond disputellthat the wholesale price .of sugar in New York 
during 48 years has responded in all instances to the change in 
the rate of the tariff. It can not be .otherwise so long as the 
United States · does not produce practically .all of the sugar 
that it consumes. .As long as we do not produce within 10 per 
'Cent of the amount that we consume the wholesale price of 
sugar will equal the import price plus the tariff duty. It is 
my conviction that the price of sugar will always be the price 
of imported refined sugar plus the tariff. 

I have just said that the l\IcKinley law reduced the p.J'ice of 
sugar the full amount that it reduced the tariff. The McKinley 
bill was introduced in this House in the spring of 1890. In 
fact, it was well know:n in the business world for some months 
prfor to that time that such a law was proposed and would 
probably be enacted. '.fhe McK'rnley Act went inta effect in 
October, 1891. By its provisions the schedule affecting sugar 
did not become .operative until April 1, 1891; so for a year 
prior to the l\1cKinley Act's taking effect it was known that 
.such ,a law would probably be enacted and known to a -certainty 
six months before it became operative. This had the effect 
for a full year or more before it became a .law of reducing 
enormously the importations of sugar and consequently lower
ing the price of sugar generally ut least 1 cent per pound 
during this time. Dming Mar.ch and Febrmtry, 1891, preceding 
the 1st of April, the price of sugar averaged about $6.13 a 
'hundred. This was the price in New York -0n the 25th day 
of .March, 1891. On the 1st day of April, 1891., when the 
McKinley .Act took effect, sugar dropped to $4:50 per hundred, 
or dropped $1.63 per hundred pounds. In order to determine 
the effect of the McKinley law on the price .of sugru:. If we 
examine the prices for three years immediately preceding April 
1, 1891, the day the McKinley Ac.t wen.t into effect, and 1'.or 
three years immediately following .April 1, 1891, this will . 
~how fairly, but not fully, tile amount saved the consumers of 
this country by the McKinley law. It will be fonnd that the ' 

average price of 'sugar for the three years immediately pre
ceding April l, 1891, was $7.06 per hundred pounds. Thls 
amount would be at least 30 cents per hundred pounds more 
except far the effect of the McKinley law on sugar the year 
preceding its enactment, as I have mentioned. 

The average price tor sugar for the three years succeeding 
April 1 was $4.42 per hundred; or, the price of sugar for the 
three years immediately following the McKinley law was, on 
the market of New York, $2.42 per hundl·ed less than the three 
years immediately preceding the date the McKinley law took 
effect: To better and more dearly Bhow you the actual results 
of the McKinley law and its great saving to the people for the 
three years following the fiscal year beginning June 30, 1891, I 
want to give you its results in dollars and cents. During the 
three yea.rs mentioned this country consumed 13,117,000.000 
pounds of sugar. By reason of removing the ta.riff on raw sugar 
and reducing it t-0 one-half cent per pound on refined sugar by 
the McKinley Act there was saved to the consumers of this coun
try 2.62 cents per pound, according to the market price in New 
York,for every pound consumed. Or, if we multiply 13,117,000,000 
pounds by 2! cents per pound we ha Ye $327,925,000 saved to the 
people of this country by the McKinley Act. The expenditures 
of our Government for the three years immediately following 
.Tune 30, 1891, were $1,093,000,000. The reduction of tariff on 
sugar by the McKinley Act saved the :people of the United States 
a sum equal to SO .per cent of this amount, or SO per cent of the 
entire cost of running this Government during those three years. 

If the McKinley law had provided for free sugar, refined or 
unrefined, the people during those three years would have saved 
$7-0,000,000 more. These figures which I have just given are not 
based on theory. They are not guesswork. They show exactly 
the saving that was made, and anyone cn.n get the statistics and 
verify these figures if he desires to do so. 

That sugar was sold at a cheaper price under the McKinley 
law than it would if a tariff on this commodity was in effect 
was stated by Congressman Tom L. Johnson, afterwards mayor 
of Cleveland, Ohio, in a speech in the House on the Wilson 
tariff, in which lie saicl: 

But every man, woman, and child uses sugar. It is one of the prime 
necessaries of life. And there is not a housewife in the land who will 
not feel that she is robbed by onr " Democratic taritr reform " when she 
finds that wber~ she got 3 pounds of sugar under the Mc.Kinley bill she 
now, under the Gorman bill, for the sa.me money, gets but 2. You 
and I, with our official incomes or 5,000. a year, may not feel this tax; 
Mr. Cleveland, with his official income of $u0,000 a yenT, may not feel 
it; our colleagues of the Senate, especially those who may have bought 
sugar front stock at the right time, may not feel it; but the great mass 
of the people, by whose votes we are here-the IP-eat mass of the people 
who must count every penny of income not sufficient to enable them to 
live in halfway decent comfort-they will fee+. it; they will feel it at 
once, and feel it bitterly. Again will they. get an object lesson-that 
the &riff is a tax. Will you dare to .go to them and point to sugar as 
a sample of the way in which yoa have ·carried out your pledges to re
duce taxation? 

And when they ask ~ou what this tax is for, what will yoa tell them? 
Will you quote to them Mr. Cleveland's letter to Mr. Wilson on the pro
priety of taxing sugar? Will you quote to them Mr. Carlisle's letter 
that the needs of the Treasurer require the ta."<ation of sugar? I know, 
and you know, and the _people know-I was about to s3,y that every dog 
that barks in the streets of the capital knows-that the reaJ purpose of 
imposing this tax is not to give revenue to the Government. but revenue 
to the boodlers. You can not disguise it "from the :people, for the P.eople 
know it already, that the purpose of this sugar tax is to put millions 
and millions in the pockets of IDen who are already mUlionai:res by rob
bing the people. They know that this tax on sugar has been boaght 
through every step of its way, carried by such open. undis~rnised cor
ruption as has never been flaunted in their faces l>efo1ie. They know 
that the Sugar Trust has purchased this prlvllege of taxing tbei;u, and 
that, though the price it may have paid may be millions, it will receive 
back millions and millions before the Treasury gets one cent. 

Congressman Andrew J. R.unter, in speaking before the House 
on the Wilson bill, quoted from a speech made by William 
McKinley during_ the campaign in Ohio, as follows: 

We took the tariff off of sugar and now y-OU do not have to pny it. 
.See how iWC have relfoved you from taxation by tnking the tarllf on: of 
raw sugar nnd reducing your e;xpenses. 

A big saving was made to the people of the United States by 
the McKinley law, according to JOSEPH G. CANNON in a speech 
in the House on the Wilson b111, according to the following 
statement by him made during the clisc-ussion : 

1.Ir. Chairman, the discusslon that ·led to the placing of sugar on the 
free list commenced with the so-called Mills bill in 1888. Tbe matter 
was considered by the House at length, and under the leadership of the 
other side the su"'ar .schedule in the Mills bill remained substantially 
as It had been, with all its inequalities and iniquities, and was retained 
although this side of the House, J: being at that time a Member, made 
the best flgh. t they could to place on the free list this universal neces
sity nine-fo.nths of which was then as it is now, produced outside o! 
our' own borders. The Democratic Party re!used to place it upon the 
free list then, with foll .revenues and when it might well have been 
done. In 1890, there stil1 being necesi?ity for the reduction of the 
revenues, the Republican Party in the McKinley .Act wrote sugar upon 
the free list. and has saved annuany from that time to this from $1.25 
per capita alike to tthe rich and the poor throughout this country. 

Dnr.ing the debate on the Wilson bill, after its return from 
the Senate, Congressman Charles Hr Grosvenor, of Ohio, pre-
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dieted that the price of suga:r would advance. Subsequent 
events proved the prediction. Mr. Grosvenor said in part: 

Every man in the United States who buys sugar for the use of his 
family will find himself called upon to pay something lil::e $1.45 to 
$1.50 for that which he could hitherto buy for $1. 

By the removal of the tariff on sugar in the McKinley law 
sugar was r~uced in price, and the reduction was a great ben
efit to every citizen in this country. According to Congressman 
Dingley the duty has to be borne by the consumer, and in the 
debate on the Wilson bill he said : 

I am opposed to raisllig revenue by means of taxation of 1 or 2 cents 
a pound on the imports of sugar, because sugar Is an article of food as 

• important as flour ; so important, indeed, that the amount of money 
expended by every family in the course of a year for sugar is sub
stantially as great as that expended for flour; and the production in 
this country i'6 so small, only one-tenth the amount necessary for con
sumption, that the price here must be fixed by the foreign price plus the 
duty at the time; that, therefore, the duty must have unavoidably been 
imposed upon consumption and as much upon the poor man's family as 
upon the rich man's family. . 

I believe the experiment which has been tried now for nearly three 
years of placing sugar on the free list, on the ground that nearly all of 
our consumption must be imported, has resulted in so cheapening sugar 
and so reducing the cost of living as to be of advantage to every citizen 
in this country. A tax of 2 cents a pound ls practically a tax of $1.38 
for every man, woman, and child, and about $7 on each famlly, for the 
reason that there ·1s so little production that the foreign cost and duty 
determine its price. Such a tax can not be justified on any ground for 
revenue, because it is clearly an imposition of a tax upon an article of 
food that distrll;mtes itself to every individual; not on account of pr_o
tection, because experience bas shown that it has not developed produc
tion of sugar in this country to a sufficient extent to make sugar pro
duction a proper subject for the application of that policy. 

Hon. SERENO E. PAYNE, .of New York: 
11!1·. Chairman, I oppose the restoration of the duty upon sugar, be

cause it is putting a tax upon every man's breakfast table of at least 
a dollar a year for each person who sits down to that table; We took 
the duty off in 1800 and reduced the price of sugar because we produced 
but 10 per cent of tbe sugar we used and imported 90 per cent, and I 
hope that fact will get to the understanding some time of my friend 
from Kansas [Mr. Simpson]. 

WiJliam B. Allison, for many years Senator from Iowa, said: 
We have encouraged the production of sugar abroad to this extent, 

and this only, that by reducmg the price of sugar to our consumers we 
have encouraged a larger consumption in our own country than would 
prevail under a duty system such &s we have had hitherto, because I 
take it that all these arguments from beginning to end disclose that 
everybody now believrn that to the extent we have taken this duty off 
sugaL· we intend to reduce the price, and the result will be the reduc
tion of the price to the consumer. 
A DUTY CL'!' NOT BE DEFE~DED GNLESS THE GOVERNMENT OR THE FAllMERS 

I:N" THE UNITED ST.A.TES GET THE BEXEFIT. 

I do not belie-ve that a tax on sugar can be justified on the 
ground that it produces a re-venue. If we look upon it as a 
revenue producer, we can not defend it unless the Government 
i:ecei-ves the full revenue. I do not believe that we can justify a 
tariff on any food product that is a necessity on the table of 
eYery man, rich or poor; but be that as it may, if we are going 
to tax the irn.vortation of sugar a penny the Government ought 
to get that penny. If we are going to tax refined sugar $1.00 a 
b undred pounds, the Government should get the full $1.90. Of· 
course, under our law su~ar is imported raw and pays nothing 
like this tax of $1.90 a hundred pounds, but when the refinery 
gets through with it it costs the consumer the full $1.90 a hun
dred pounds for his sugar. The difference between our tariff 
law on raw and refined sugar is so high that no refined sugar 
is imported, but the consumer always pays a price for his 
sugar equal to the price he would pay if the imported sugar was 
refined, and pays the full tariff of $1.90 a hundred pounds. 

One of the many vicious .features of our tariff is that the 
difference between the rate on raw sugar and refined sugar is 
so fixed that the refinery can get an enormous profit for the 
refining. This year we will consume 7,760,000,000 pounds of 
sugar, which will cost the consumer the highest tariff rate of 1.9 
cents a pound more than it would have cost him if sugar had 
been on the free list. If we multiply this number of pounds by 
1.9 cents a pound, we will find that .our sugar will cost us for 
the fiscal year 1912 $147,000,000 more · than it would have cost 
us if sugar bad been on the free list. Last year the Govern
ment received $53,000,000 in revenue on sugar. It will cost 
the people of our country this year $147,000,000 for sugar more 
than it ought to cost, of which the Government will get 
$53,000,000 in revenue. That is to say, that out of every 147 
cents that sugar costs the people on account of the tariff the 
Government will get 53 cents. It is certainly bad enough to 

. collect this $53,000,000 from a tax on sugar. How utterly 
wrong it is to collect this sum in such a way and by such a 
method that every time a man pays 53 cents to the Government 
he must pay 94 cents additional for the benefit of those people 
engaged in the, raising and manufacture of sugar, most of it 
going to the owners of sugar plantations in Hawaii, Porto Rico, 
the Philippine Islands, and the great Sugar Trust monopoly, 
which is the largest beneficiary. 

I do not think that it will be denied that a poor man and the 
man of moderate means and the ordinary workingman and 
their families consume practically as large a proportion of sugar 
consumed in this country as the rich man and his family does. 
The man who depends upon his wages for the care of his family 
finds it hard enough to feed, clothe, and educate them without 
being compelled to pay to the Sugar Trust and to the planters 
of our island possessions 94 cents every time J:\e pays the 
Government 53 cents. Then, looking at this tariff from a 
revenue or a financial point of view, what can be more idiotic 
than this manner of collecting revenue? I think it far from 
wise to tax this food product, even though the Government got 
all the return from it; but what a useless and criminal waste 
of money to levy a tax of this kind on the people when the 
Government gets only_ 35! per cent of the tax so imposed. If 
all of our $600,000,000-the revenue that we collect annually
were raised by a similar process, it would cost us more than 
one billion· and a half annua1ly to do so. We would soon become · 
a bankrupt Nation. Nothing but a change to a sane and wise · 
tnethod of raising our revenues could save us. Looking upon 
this tax, then, simply as a manner of raising revenue, it is an 
economical failure. 
OUR ENORllfOUSLY HIGH TAilIFF HA.S BEEN A FAILURE IN FOSTERING 

THE SUGAR INDUSTRY, THOUGH IT HAS COST US IN 21 YE.A.RS 
$1,982,000,000. 

The McKinley law granted a bounty to the sugar producer 
for the Q>Urpose of maintaining and fostering U1e industry. '.rhe 
Wilson law provided for a tariff of 1.3 cents a pound for the 
same purpose. The Dingley law fixed the tariff rate at 1.95 
cents a pound for the same purpose. In fact, for 120 years a 
high tariff has been maintained for the same purpose. 

.1\fr. CANNON, speaking in favor of the McKinley law in 1890, 
said: 

Yet it is claimed we have not bad a fair chance to establish the 
sugar industry in the United States. My friend from Iowa, Gov. Gear, 
answered that proposition the other day when he said that for 100 
years no article has been protected like sugar. In that time we have 
collected, in round numbers, $1,500,000,000 of duty upon sugar, and all 
the time the tariff was high enough for ample protection. 

Let us see what it has cost the Government since that time to 
foster this same industry. 

During the four years that the McKinley law was in opera
tion the Government paid in bounties the sum of $36,106,000, · 
or approximately $9,000,000 a year. · 

When the Democratic Party came into power in 1894 it re
pealed the bounty on sugar and levied a tariff of 40 per cent 
ad valorem on all sugar imported except Hawaiian sugar, and 
one-eighth of 1 per cent on all sugar above No. 16 Dutch stand
ard. This tariff amounted to 1.3 cents a pound more than it 
·would have otherwise cost us if we could have purchased our 
sugar in the open markets of the world. Had we no duty, the 
American people would have purchased their sugar for $187,-
391,345 less than we did. 

In 1897 the Dingley bill was enacted, increasing the tariff to 
1.95 cents a pound, or increasing it to $1.95 a hundred pounds. 
The duty on sugar was .reduced under the Payne-Aldrich bill to 
1.9 cents a pound, or $1.90 per hundred. While the Dingley and 
Payne-Aldrich bills were in force, from 1897 to June 1, 1912, we 
will ha re consumed 91,020,352,914 pounds of sugar. This sugar 
cost the consumer $1.90 and $1.95 per hundred pounds more than 
it would ha-ve otherwise cost if we had pprchased our sugar in 
the open markets of the world. To recapitulate, our sugar cost 
us during the four years the McKinley Act was in force 
$36,000,000 more than it would have cost bad we purchased our 
sug~r in the open market. During the three years the Wilson 
Act cwas in force, $187,391,345, and during the time the Dingley 
and Payne-Aldrich bills were in force up to June 1, 1910, 
$1,759,585,830 more, making a total cost since the McKinley law 
went into effect of $1,982,000,000. 

When I say the sugar cf>st us during this time $1,942,000.000 
more than it would have cost us in the open market, I nm 
figuring on the basis of the bounty we paid during the time the 
McKinley law was in effect and on the basis that every 100 
pounds of domestic and imported' sugar cost us the full tariff 
duty imposed on sugar the year that it was bought ·for con
sumption. 

Now, I want to ask you, What have the people of this country 
to show for this enormous sum of money th~y have expended 
to promote the culture of sugar beets? What has it accom
plished toward this end? In 1890, the date bf the l\fcKinley 
law, we raised of cane and beet sugar 306,000,000 pounds. This 
amount was increased in 1910 to 1,775,000,0-00 pounds. Or, our 
increased production amounted to 1,400,000,000 pounds. This 
may be said to be a large increase, but let us compare this with 
our increased consumption. In 1890 we consumed 3,192,000,000 
pounds. In 1912 we consumed 7,760,000,0-00 pounds. So our 
increased production, brought about by our tariff in 20 years, 
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amounted to 1,400,000,000 pounds, but our increased consump
tion amounted to more than 4,568,000,000 pounds. So by spend
ing this enormous sum we have been able to foster the beet
sugar industry in this country to the extent of incrensing our 
production nearly 1 pound for every 3 pounds of our increased 
consumption. Will anyone contend that on this showing, even 
if we maintain our present enormous tariff, there is any hope or 
prospect of supplying our home market with home-grown sugar! 

So at mo~t, if we should maintain our present high tariff on 
sugar, we could not hope to increase our production more than 
1 pound to every 3 pounds of increased consumption, but during 
the last 10 years we have not been able to anywhere near 
.maintain this proportion, and, the last 5 years we have not 

. increased our production at all, while our consumption is in-
creasing by leaps and bounds. . 

In 1902 we produced of beet and cane sugar, in round num
bers, 1,097,000,000 pounds. We consumed the same year 
5,018,000,000 pounds. This year we will. produce, as given me 
by the Bureau of Statistics, of cane and beet sugar 1,715,000,000 
pounds, and our consumption will be 7,760,000,000 ponnds. It 
will be seen that during the last 10 years our increased prodne
tion of cane and beet sugar amounts to 618,000,000 pounds, and 
our inci·eased c.oJlsumption amounts to 2,742,000,000 pounds.. So 
in the last 10 years our increased production has been to our 
increased consumption as the ratio of 1 pound to 4! pounds. 

In 1908 we produced of cane and beet sugar 1,715,000,000 
pounds. For the• fi cal year 1912 we will produce- 1,1la,000,000 
pounds, or our increased! production of cane and beet sugar has 
been nothing. 

In 1908 we consumed 6,590,000,000 pounds of sugar. In W12 
we will consmne 7,760,000,000 pounds. In the last five yea.rs our 
increased consumption has been 1,170,000,000 pounds, and our in
creased production of cane sugar and beet sugar has been nothing. 

It will be noticed for the 10 years mentioned our cane and 
sugar-beet production shows an increase of 56 per cent. Our 
increased consumption in the 10 yeru.·s mentioned shows an in
crease of 54 per cent. Jn the last 5 years our sugar and cane 
production ha..s not increased at all, not even by 1 per cent, 
while our increased consumption is 17 per cent. 

I want you Members of Congress who have been talking about 
the marvelous growth of our sugar industry to stop and ponder 
on. these figures for a moment. Can yon :find anything in these 
:figures to justify the continuance of this tariff in order to pro
mote or encourage the industry? 

While our high protective tariff has not been able to- increase 
our production of sugar in five years by a single pormd, it has 
cost the people of this country an enormous sum. There is no 
bill that the people of this country have been compelled to pay 
for which they have received so little. 

During this five years we have consmned, according to the 
Statistical .Abstract, 36,213,000,000 pounds. If we multiply this 
by the li'tr cents a pound you will observe that within the last 
five years our present tariff, which is defended on the ground 
that it will promote our cane and sugar-beet industry, has cost 
us $687,000,000, without increasing tile production of cane and 
beet sugar one- pound. 

There have been so many wild statements made in the House 
in reference to the growth of the production o:f cane and beet 
sugar that I will add here a table showing the .production of 
cane and beet sugar for the last 10 years and the consumption 
of sugar in the last 10 years. This will include the fiscal year 
which ends in June, 1912. The figures for 1912 are estimated 
by the Bureau of Statistics, which has given me the figures, 
stating that they are reasonably accurate and the final figures 
will vary very slightly, if any, from them. I want to ask the 
most enthusiastice defender of our present tariff on sugar if he 
really thinks, in the light of these figures, that if we maintain 
our present tariff indefinitely we can hope to produce in conti
nental United States more than but a small fraction of the 
sugar that we consume? On too contrary, do not the facts 
show our utter failure to promote the sugar-beet industry by 
this frightful tariff? The table shows: 

1902 ___ ···-·· - -·--1003 ___________ __ _ 

1904 . ·······-····· 
1905 •• --·····--··· 
19()6._ - •••• ----- . - • 
1907 · · ·-····· - · - -· 
1908 •••••••.•... _. l!Xl9 •• _________ __ _ 

1910 .. - .. ··-···-·· 
1911 •.•• ---·- · · · ·· 
l!H2 ..•... _ ...... . 

• 728, G50, 448 
7 45, 805, 87 5 
525, 952, 000 
784, 000, 000 
766,080,000 
544, 320, 000 
7 ,480,000 
828,800,0<n 
750, 400, 000 
696, 240,000 . 
£89, ooo, 000 

300, 211, 733 
436, 811, 68.5 
481, 209, 087 
484, 226, 430 
G25,W,22S 
96.7' 224, 000 
9?J' 256-, 430 
851, 768, 000 

1, o~. 93&, ooo 
I, 020, 340, 000 
l,~000.,000 

1, 097, 862, 181 
1,182,617, 560 
1, 007, 16<1, 087 
1, 268-, 226, 430 
1, 391, 921,228 
1, 511., 544, 000 
i, ns, 736, 430 
1, 680, 568, 000 
1, 775, 338, 000 
1, n 6, 580, ooo 
i, ns,,000,000 

Retained tor 
consumption in 
United States 
{eontinen~a l ). 

5, 018, 912, 657 
6, 380, 165, 502 
5, 661., 900, 411 
6, 025, 772, 3@ 
()., 491, 294, 883 
7, 08!!, 068, 935 
6, 500, 822., 991 
7 i 283, 363, 552 
7' 300, l2fi, &11 
7. 222, 532, <XlO 
7, 100,000,000 

HISTORY OF SUGAR LEGISLATION SINCE 1890. 

I think it would be instructive as well as .entertaining to 
give a brief history of sugar legislation, commencing with the 
McKinley Jaw. The Mc.Kinley Act, as heretofore stated, re
duced the rate on refined sugar from 3! to 3 cents per pound 
and admitted all the sugars free of duty under No. 16 Dutch 
standard. It also provided a bounty of 2 cents on sugar grown 
in the United States. This law. so far as it affected suuar, 
wen.t into effect .April lr 1891. Early in December, 1893, the 
Wilson bill was reported from the Ways and Me:tn.s Committee. 
.As reported, it reduced the rate on refined sugar from one-half 
cent to one-fourth of a cent per pound and provided for a slid
ing scale downward of the l\IcKinley bounty, to the effect that • 
after July 1, 1895, the bounty should be reduced each year one-
eighth of a cent until July 1, 1901, when it shouJd cease and 
terminate. The provision for the continuance of the bounty 
and the provision fixing the duty at one-fourth of a cent per 
pound went out of the bill. The result of this was the placing 
or· all sugar on the free list. This was done by a solid Repub
lican vote, assisted by a sufficient number of independent Demo
crats fo give a majority. So, in 1894 the Republican Party in 
Congress went on record as a unit in favor of free sugar. 

I will print at the end of these remarks a copy of the Wilson 
bill as it left the House for the Senate as it related to the sugar 
schedule. 

·Mr. PAYNE vigorously denounced the Senate for amending 
the Wilson bill by placing a tariff on sugar, with one.eighth of 
a cent added for refined sugar. He declares that this was done 
by .the Democratic Senators, assisted l>y two or three Repub
lican Se:nators. He calls attention to the fact that it was the 
Republican Members of the House, assisted by a few Democrats, 
that placed sugar on the free list i.n the Wilson bill before it 
went to the Senate. Following is a brief extract from his 
speech: 

But the Sugar -'rrust in 1890 was stronger than we knew. It has 
gradually absorbed the outside refiners, until now it controls practically 
the entire refining business and dictates the price to the American con
sumer. It iS said to control the price of the raw product in Louisiana, 
it being the only purchaser at one-fourth of a cent a pound below the 
New York market price. It is said to have a contract with the pro
ducers of Hawaii, which has three years yet to run, by whlc:h it con
trols the entire output of these Islands a.t the same rate of one-fourth 
cent below the New York price. Being t.he greatest customer for Cuban 
sugar, it is said to have forced down the price of that market so that 
this commodity brings there one-fourth of a cent less than the same 
class of goods in the markets of France ruid Germany. 

• .. .. 
'The time came for the preparation of a tarur bill. It came to the 

House from the Ways and Means Commlttee with a protective duty 
for the trust and free sugar for the producer. The Democratic House,. 
aided by a solid Republican vote, made sugar tree in the bill. and in 
that form it went to the Senate. Then the State of Louisiana de
manded the fulfillment of Democratic pledges. The Louisiana interests 
demanded a specific rate of duty. These are the interests to whom the 
pledges were made--t.he men who had votes in the Senate. 

But the Sugar Trust appeared and 'demanded an ad . valorem rate on 
both raw and refined sugars, with an addltional discrim.tnating duty on 
the refined.. The Secretary of the Treasury drew the sugar schedule 

·and it is drawn exactly as the trust demanded. 
This bill went through the Senate exactly as the trust 'demanded it. 

Over six weeks were spe.nt by the Democratic c.onferees upon this 
measure and no concession was made as against the Sugar Trust. A 
proposed change was accepted which, I believe, from the language 
published in the papers, would have given the same discrimination rn 
tile ad valorem rate and an additional differential duty of one-fifth 
cent per pound instead of one-eighth ; of 20 cents per hundred instead 
of 1211. The Louisiana interests, aceording to the published reports, 
never -denied, were demanding the bounty for this yenr. There was no 
thought of yielding to them; even the pledges of the Democratic cam
pai~n man11gers and the Senate caucus did not seem to. be powerful ln 
their behal:t'., while the protection to the Sugar Trust l"emained as 
firmly in the bill as thoud the contract had been made in writing as 
well as consideration paid in 1892. 

The Wilson bill went to the Senate. The duties were raised 
generally in the Senate. Some 600 amendments were made in
creasing the duties on various items. The combination that 
fin.ally voted these amendments into law included the Senators 
from Louisiana and other sugar-producing States and a.11 the 
votes that the Sugar Trust could muster. The Wilson bill came 
back to the House and was concurred in by the House. The 
only bill that ever passed the House, as far as I have been al>le 
to learn, placing sugar on the free list, was the sugar schedule 
in the Wilson bill as it passed the House in the first instance 
supported by a unnnimous Republican vote. If n Republican 
protectionist could have voted for free sugar in 1894, why can 
not a Republican who believes generally in the protective theory 
Tote for it in 1912? If it was good Republican doctrine then it 
mu.st be good Republican doctrine now. When the Republicans 
came into- power it was necessary again to revise the tariff. 
It was necessary to raise the rate on wool; people interested in 
the metal schedule demu.nded a raise on it; p e_pple engaged in 
tbe munufacture of cotton goods demanded a raise on cotton, 
and in order to get the votes from the sugar States and the 
support of the Sugar 'l'rust Sena ors, it was necessary to raise 
the rate on sugar. The friends of free sugar had no oppor-
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tunity to vote on the sugar schedule as a separate schedule, 
and I venture the assertion that there would be no chance to 
place sugar on the free list now if we were ta.king up the tariff 
law as a whole. Men who are in favor of free sugar now are 
given an opportunity to vote their convictions. 

All the provisions contained in the Wilson bill as passed and 
enacted into law which had the effect of firmly establishing and 
maintaining the sugar monopoly remains in the law at the 
present time, which this bill proposes to repeal. If Mr. PAYNE 
was sincere and right in maintaining that the Wilson bill 
would put the people of the United States in the grasp of the 
Sugar Trust-and I think he was; the subsequent history has 
proved that his prophecy was correct-he has the opportunity 
to assist in undoing the wrong now that was perpetrated then. 
A vote in favor of the present bill will take us out of the hands 
of the Sugar Trust monopoly. 

Mr. CANNON was of the same opinion. He asserted that if 
the Wilson bill wn.s enacted that it would further increase the 
hold of the great Sugar Trust upon the people. He said: 

But when you come, gentlemen, and demand not only that you shall 
be protected, but insist that we shall further sustain this sugar ana· 
conda by a contin11ance of the present schedule, you ask too much; 
we drnw the line there. 

It was most strenonsly claimed by Mr. PAYNE, Mr. DALZELL, 
Mr. Dingley, and by every Republican who spoke on the sub
ject in 1894 that to place a tariff on sugar with a preferential 
rate in favor of refined sugar would put the people of this 
country at the mercy of the Sugar Trust. The solid Republican 
vote that succeeded in voting out the preferential as well as 
the duty on refined sugar voted it out on the theory that to 
lea·rn it in would be in the interest of the great sugar monopoly. 
It is claimed now that to repeal the law giving a preferential 
to refined sugars or to the sugar refinery would be in favor of 
the great Sugar Trust or monopoly. One of two things is cer
tain, the position taken by -the Republican Party in 1894, led 
by the eminent men above mentioned, was in favor of the 
Sugar Trust or else the position that is ·taken now by the 
majority of the Republican Members is in favor of the Sugar 
Trust. We can not blow hot and cold on this proposition. 
IS THE SUGAR TRUST I~ FAVOR OF FREE SUGAR AS PROPOSED DY TI.ll: 

PRESENT BILL? 

It is claimed and will be strenuously argued that the Sagar 
Trust is in favor of free sugar. How anyone who is at all con
versant with the situation can seriously contend this is more 
than I can understand. It is an admitted fact that the Sugar 
Trust refines 91 per cent of all the raw sugar that is consumed 
in the United States outside of the sugar that is produced and 
refined by the beet-sugar industry. The beet-sugar plants refine 
in every instance their own sugar. Every pound of sugar that 
is imported from abroad-and it amounts to more than one-
half of what we consume-is raw cane su~r. Something 
over 4,000,000,000 pounds of raw cane sugar a.re imported into 
this country annually, and 91 per cent of this enters the back 
door of the American Sugar Refining Co. to be refined. Our 
present schedule on sugar makes it utterly impossible to im· 
port successfully refined sugar.' If we opened the door, as we 
will by placing sugar on the free list, to importations of refined 
sugar, their monopoly will be at an end. It is probably true 
that in that case the sugar-refining company will refine most of 
the sugar that is consumed, but the refined sugar will be in 
direct competition then with every sugar refinery in the world. 
Most of our sugar cane comes from the West Indies. We 
have a lower freight rate from that point than Europe. It 
would be impossible for the European refiners of sugar to buy 
their sugar in the West Indies, transport it to Europe, refine 
it, and then transport it back and compete with our home fac
tories, but the sugar refiner will be compelled to sell his 
refined sugar at a prke but a trifle above the price of refined 
sugar in England or Europe. Under the present law the re
finer is enabled to charge an exorbitant profit for his refined 
sugar. 

The American Sugar Refining Co. has been able for the last 
10 years to purchase its ruw sugar at about $2.19 a hundred. 
The average price at which it has sold it for the same 10 years, 
at wholesale, New York, is $4.84 a hundred. l\fost Qf this raw 
sugar is bought in Cuba, and the American Sugar Re.fining Co. 
has paid on an average about $2.19 for its raw sugar. The 
tariff on this sugar has been about $1.35 a hundred, so when 
we add the tariff to the price of the raw product its sugar has 
cost it about $3.54.. If we add 15 cents a hundred, the cost of 
transporting sugar in cargo from the West Indies, we add a 
larger price for transportation than it has cost the company. 
This would make raw sugar cost the American Sugar Refining 
Co. $3.60 in New York. This company has placed this sugar 
on the market on an average for 10 yea.rs at $4.84 a hundred; 

· or it has charged the difference between $3.69, its cost, and 
$4.84, its selling price, for refining the same. It has charged 

for refining and profit for refining, $1.15. If we assume that 
this is an exorbitant _price, as we will readily see if we compare 
this cost with the cost of refining light sugar in England. Raw 
cane sugar has cost the refiner in England, on board of ship at 
the ports of England, for the last 10 years an average of $2.37 
a hundred. This was bought in the open market of the world 
and in competition with the American Sugar Refining Co. in 
New York. The average price of refined sugar in England for 
th.e past 10 years is $2.75 a hundred; or, the English refiner has 
bought sugar in competition with the American Sugar Refining 
Co., refined the sugar, and placed it on the market for 38 cents a 
hundred, as opposed to $1.15 a hundred grabbed by the Sugar 
Trust by means of om· protective tariff. The American Sugar 
Refining Co. has been able to make a profit under our tariff of 
77 cents per hundred more than an Englishman has who has 
refined the same grade of sugar. We have paid three times as 
much for the refining of .our sugar as the Englishman has paid. 

No doubt one or two of the independent sugar-refining com
panies desire free sugar, but it is utterly absurd to undertake 
to show that the American Sugar Refining Co., which refines 
91 per cent of the raw sugar in this country, desires fre.e sugar. 
If anything will tend to burst the monopoly they hold on the re
fining business, it will be free sugar. I am supported in this 
by very many eminent Republicans who made a very gallant 
fight for free sugar when the McKinley bill was before the 
House and likewise when the Wilson bill was before the Honse; 
also many prominent Democrats. 

Hon. SERENO E. PAYNE, of New York, speaking further on the 
Wilson law, said : 

In addition to this the Senate bill provides that Hawaiian sugar shall 
be admitted free of duty. The product amounts to 300,000,000 pounds, 
which wonld result in a bonanza of $6,000,000 per year to be divided 
between the Hawaiian planters and the Sugar Trust, which takes the 
entire production from them. 

In order to take away a bounty of $13,000,000 to the sugar planter 
you vote a bonus of $18,000.000 to the trust on the sugar in sight, 
one-half a cent per pound differential on the four billions annually 
consumed, or $20,000,000 per annum, and a further bounty of $6,000,000 
per annum on Hawaiian sugar. At the same time you place a grievous 
tax on every man's breakfast table. Verily, as the President says, 
"this is a delicate subject." 

Continuing, Mr. PAYNE said: 
A vote for the restoration of a duty on sugar is a vote of $!>000,000 

a year to the gentlemen who own the sugar plantations in the tlawaiian 
Islands ; it is a vote of $10,000,000 a year to those who own the sngar 
plantations in Louisiana and other J?lantations in the South and West, 
and therefore I am opposed to votrng that taritI upon sugar. I am 
opposed to the scheme contained in the present bill of the majority of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, because it is simply voting a 
gratuity to the producers of sugar without any prospect of a public 
benefit. No man is sanguine enough to hope, or dare express the hope, 
that the effect of this bounty in_ this bill will benefit the sugar industry 
or establish it upon a permanent basis. On the other hand, it will de
stroy the industry, and that very quickly and simply. The people of 
the United States are called upon to expend $35,000,000 for a class com
p~i~gU~~:d s1f~e~.duals, a small class-legislation for a few people 

I am in favor of keeping in operation the present law not only be
cause lt has been held out to the people who would produce this Sligar 
that they would have this bounty, but because by a similar bounty 
Germany and France were able to build up the beet-sugar industry, 
and that we shall be able under it to build up that industry in a few 
years sufficiently to supply the whole consumption of our own country. 

Continuing, Mr. PAYNE said: 
The time came for the preparation of a tariff bill. It came to the 

House from the Ways and Means Committee with a protective duty for 
the trust and free sugar for the producer. The Democratic House, 

tii~'id r~!m ~t s~l:~t ~;Pt1fi~11§~~ale~t\,~~dfh:ug~tef~~e ~ui~~~n~~e~~gd~ 
a specific rate of duty. These are the interests to whom the pledges 
were made--the man who had votes in the Senate. 

But the Sugar Trust appeared and demanded an ad valorem rate on 
both raw and refined sugars, with an additional discriminating duty 
on the refined. The Secretary of the Treasury drew the sugar schedule, 
and it is drawn exactly as the trust demanded. 

This bill went through the Senate exactly as the trust demanded it. 
Over six weeks were spent by the Democratic conferees upon this meas
ure and no concession was made as against the Sugar Trust. 

During the discussion of the Wilson bill JosEPH G. CANNON 
said: 

The Republican Party in writing sugar upon the free list also re
lieved the country from embarrassment under a treaty with the Sand
wich Islands which had been running for over 20 years and which per
mitted the product of those islands to come in free, whereas sugar 
coming from other countries pald 2 cents a pound, and the fact that 
the 95 per cent of the other sugar paid 2 cents gave a profit of 2 
cents a pound on the Sandwich Island sugar and put into the pockets 
of Claus Spreckels and other Pacific coast people $5,000,000 a year. 
The legislation of the Republican Party cut off that tax, not one cent 
of which hns been paid by the people since, and not one cent of which 
relief the Democracy proposed in 1888 or at any other time to grant to 
the people. 

While an effort was being made in the Senate to put sugar 
back on a dutiable list in the McKinley bill, Senator Vest, of 
Missouri, said : 

What does this proposed taxation do? It puts $20,000,000 a year 
into the pockets of this enormous trust and gives them their raw ma
terial, the sugars under 13. free. It is done in the interest of the peo
ple of this country, and Senators will go upon the hustings and de
nounce the trusts and combines and declare that they look upon them 
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as accursed things that ought to be wiped out if any legislation can 
accomplish it-:rnd this in the face of the fact that Mr. ilavemeyer 
says if he gets his raw sugars free he can beat the English refiners. 

Congressman Charles H. Grosvenor, of Ohio, speaking of the 
Wilson bill after it went to conference, said : 

When the Wilson bill passed In the House of Representatives the 
stock of the great Sugar Trust, which has been watered up from nine 
millions to sixty-odd millions, was worth in the markets of the country 
17 · to-day it is worth 107 ; and when thls bill , ~oes into eft'ect1 and 
there is no longer any danger of unfriendly legislation, it will douotle~s 
forae even way up to 120. Already you had added to the value of thi s 
stock from thirty to thirty-five millions of dollars, and you propose 
by this bill, in the interest of this trust, as admitted by Mr. Wilson, 
to take from the people of the United States forty-odd million dollars 
in suaar taxation and pot every cent of it into the pockets of this 
enornfous combination. (Vol. 26, pt. 10, Appendix, pt. 2 (23), p. 1356.) 

When the Wilson bill was under consideration Congressman 
Gear said: 

Let me call the attention of the House and the country to the real 
facts in the case. In the FUty-first Congress every Democrat, under 
the lead of Ir. Carlisle, voted against the free-sugar schedule. The 
House passed the schedule with free sugar up to No. 16. The bill 
went to the Senate and the Finance Committee of that body reported 
it back to the Senate with No. 16, which is a good table and culinary 
sugar, stricken out, and inserted No. 13, which is as black as my coat. 

The Senate. under the lead of Senator Carlisle, with the aid of two 
or three ltepublican Members, passed the bill in this shape. The blll 
went to conferen.::e. Then, as now, sugar was the pivotal point in the 
bill. Bnt, Mi·. Speaker, the conferees on the part of the House, dlfi'erent 
from the House conferees on this bill, were patriotic and loyal to the 
inte rest of the people. They stood out and caused the Senate to sur
render. 

Sir, they gained a signal victory; a victory for the people as dls
tingaislled as a surrender of the House is to-day disgraceful. Who are 
the friends of the Sugar Trust? Why, the Democratic Party. Why 
do I say that? Sir, it is in evidence that Secretary Carlisle, with the 
consent of the President, practically drew the schedule of this b.lll 
we have just passed, a schedule that bas put many millions of dollars, 
as I have shown, into the coffers of the Sugar Trust and given them, 
by way of differential duties, large profits in addition. 

Continuing, Mr. Grosvenor said: 
There is not a Democrat of intelligence in the United States who 

does not to-day blush for bis country. There is not a Democrat on 
this floor who does not know that this schedule was suggested, im
proved, amended put into shape, and absolutely dominated by the rep
resentatives of the Sugar Trust. It was done in their interest, and out 
of it they will make a sum of money that is dazzling and bewildering 
in figures during the current year. It ls stated and admitted upon the 
floor here' that, pending this very legislation, they have piled up almost 
a year's supply of raw sugar in the warehouses of New York. They 
import it free of dutv and will call it, duty added, to the people of the 
United States, and all this has been made possible by this Democratic 
administration. 
WHAT IT COSTS TO 111.Al~TA.IN THE PRODUCTION OF SUGAR IN PORTO RICO, 

HAWAII, . AND THE UNITED STATES. 

. I think I ha"Ve demonstrated that we would pay 1.9 cents per 
pound on sugar that we consume from Hawaii, Cuba, and the 
Philippines, as well as that produced in the United States, more 
than we would pay if the proposed bill becomes n Jaw. 'rhe 
Bureau of .Statistics informs me that this year our importations 
from Porto Rico will amount to 689,000,000 pounds. By using a 
little mathematics we will see that we pay the Porto Ricans a 
bonus of $12,000,000 annually. This equals $12 for every man, 
woman, and child in Porto Rico. Porto Rico farmed in 1910 
145,ooo ' acres to cane sugar. This bonus or subsidy that we 
pay them amounts to $80 an ~ere for every· acre of land culti
vated to cane sugar. The wages paid in Porto Rico nre prob
ably as light as in any place in the world. We do not need a 
tariff board to inform us that the wage scale in Porto Rico is · 
less than in any country in Continental Europe that produces 
beet sugar. I venture the assertion that $80 an acre will pay 
the entire cost of producing cane sugar in Porto Rico and trans
port it to the city of New York. Why should we tax the man 
that works in the mines, in the rolling mill, or on the farm for 
the benefit of the cheap labor of Porto Rico? Last year Hawaii 
produced 1,110,000,000 pounds of sugar. Our bonus, or tariff, on 
this amount makes a total of $20,000,000 we paid to the people 
of Hawaii as a gratuity for raising sugar. The population of 
Hawaii is 191,000. This amounts to $105 to every, mnn, woman, 
and child in Hawaii. or it amounts to $525 for every family. 

The labor employed for producing cane sugar is imported 
coolie Jabor from Japan and China. Scarcely a penny goes to 
the employment of native Hawaiians in the raising of sugar; 
scarcely a penny goes to a man of Anglo-Saxon descent for the 
raising of cane sugar. The wages paid this coolie labor by the 
Hawaiian planters average $16 to $20 per month, the laborers 
boarding themselves. Again, I say we need no tariff board to 
inform us that the labor cost in Hawaii is no more than it is in 
Continental Europe. Those $20,000,000 that are taken from the 
pockets of the American people to pay this gratuity to Hawaii 
does not go to tlle labor employed; it does not go to the Hawaii
ans generally; but it goes to the four or fi~e corporations that 
own the land in Hawaii that is cultivated to cane sugar and 
which corporations are said to be very closely allied to the great 
Sugar Trust, the American Sugar Refining Co. Lust year there 
were 185,000 acres planted to cane sugar in Ha wail. This 1.9 

cents bounty per pound we paid on every pound of sugar con
sumed from Hawaii equals $107 an acre. This $107 an acre will 
pay for every dollar of expense of raising sugar in Hawaii and 
transporting it to the refiners in New York, and this $20,000,000 
that we give as a gratuity to the sugar planters in Hawaii and 
the Sugar Trust is wrung in a large measure from the laboring 
man, the poor man, and the man of ordinary means in America. 
What is true of Hawaii is true of the Philippine Islands, except 
that labor is paid even less in the Philippine Islands than it is in 
Hawaii. It is common knowledge that the wages paid the 
negroes on Louisiana plantations is the very lightest wage paid 
in America, and I doubt if it much exceeds the wages paid in 
Germany and France. The sugar raised in Porto Rico, I:J;a waii, 
the Philippine Islands, and in the South amounts to about three
fourths of all the sugar produced in the United States and its 
island possessions. 

A trifle over one-fourth of our sugar is produced from sugar 
beets. Then only one-fourth of the sugar industry pays any
thing like American wages. The ordinary acre of sugar beets 
will produce about 2,400 pounds of sugar to the acre. At lt'o
cents per pound we pay $43 an acre for every acre p13nted to 
sugar beets in this country. Is there any other branch of our 
farming that receives such encouragement or one-tenth part of 
such encouragement? Yet the beet-sugar man, paying the high 
wages that he pays in America, does not get <>ne-half as mnuy 
dollars gratuity per acre from the people in this country as the 
sugar planter in Porto Rico, about 40 per cent as much as tho 
sugar planter in Hawaii. and one-half as much as the planter in 
the Philippine 1slands. We farm the beet sugar in this country 
on about 440,000 acres. The farmer can not possibly make on an 
average over $15 an acre profit, so the total profit to the farmer 
on the beet-sugar industry can not be over $6,500,000. If we fol
low the arguments of the supporters of our present tariff to its 
legitimate conclusion, it amounts to this: That it is a wise 
policy to pay a bonus of $20,000.000 to the Hu wa.iian Islands, 
$12,000,000 to Porto Rico, and $9,000,000 to the Philippine Islands 
in order to give our .American sugar-beet farmers $6,000,000 
profit. This is only half the story. I have shown that the 
sugar bill of the United States is $147,000,000 more than it 
otherwise would be on account of our tariff. If we deduct from 
this $53,000,000 that the Treasury receives, we compel our peo
ple to pay $94,000,000 more for their sugar than necessary, in 
order that our sugar-beet farmers may· get a profit of $6,500,000 
for raising sugar beets. I do not know how the recital of these 
undisputed facts may affect the other Members of the House, 
but if they are true, and I solemnly assert that they are true, I 
do not see how any man can see his way clear to vote against 
this bill. Our tariff on sugar is the most iniquitous, inexcusable 
thing in our whole tariff bill. There is nothihg in the tariff law 
that calls as loudly for a revision as does the sugar schedule. 

WILSON BILL. 

The sugar schedule of the Wilson bill as inh·oduced in the 
House December 19, 1893, was as follows : 

Sec. 180. That the bounties authorized to be paid to producers of 
sugar by section 231 of the act entitled "An act to reduce revenue, 
equalize duties, and for other purposes," approved October 1. 1890, 
shall be reduced one-eighth part of their respective amounts as pre
scribed in said act each year, beginning with .July 1, 1895, and extend
ing to July lj 1901, inclusive, and shall thereafter cease and determine. 

Sec. 181. .A I sugars above No. 16 Dutch standard in color shall pay 
a duty of five-twentieths of 1 cent per pound. 

Sec. 182. Sugar candy and all confectionery made wholly oi· In part 
of sugar, and on sugars after being refined, when tinctured, colored, or 
in any way adulterated, 30 per cent ad valorem; glucose, or grape sugar, 
15 per cent ad valorem. 

The sugar schedule in the Wilson bill was changed in the 
House to read as follows : 

Sec. 182. That so much of the act entitled "An act to reduce revenue, 
equalize duties, and for other purposes," approved October 1, 1890, as 
provides for and authorizes the issue of licenses to produce sugar, and 
for the payment of a bounty to the producers of sui;a r from beets, 
sorghum, or sugar cane grown in the United States, or f rom maple sap 
produced within the United States, be, and the same is he reby, 1·epealed, 
to take effect July 1, 1894, and thereafter it shall be unla wf u I to Issue 
any license to produce sugar or to pay any bounty for the production of 
sugar of any kind under the said act. 

Sec. 183. Sugar candy and all confectionery made wholly or in part 
of sugar, and on sugars after being refined, when tinctured, colored, or 
in any way adulterated, 30 per cent ad valorem ; glucose, or grape 
sugar, 15 per cent ad valorem. 

Sugar schedule of the Wilson bill as amended by the Senate, 
concurred in by the House, and enacted into law : 

182. That so much of the act entitled "An act to reduce revenue, 
equalize duties, and for other purposes," approved October 1, 1890, as 
provides for and authorizes the issue of licenses to produce sugar. nnd 
for the payment of a bounty to the producers of sugnr from beets, 
sorghum, or sugar cane grown Jn the United States, or from ma ple sap 
produced within tbe United States, be, and the same is hereby, repealed, 
and hereafter it shall be unlawful to issue any license to produce sugar 
or to pay any bounty for the production of sugar of any kind under 

thiif:l~ i~~-re shall be levied, collected, and aid on all sugars, and ou 
all tank bottoms, sirups of cane juice or of Eeet juice, melada, concen-
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trated melada, concrete .and concentrated molasses, a duty of 40 per 
cent ad valorem, and upon all sugars above No. 16 Dutch standard in 
color and upon all sugars whlch have been discolored there shall be 
levied, collected, and paid a duty of one-eighth of 1 cent per pound in 
addition to the said duty of 40 per cent ad valorem, and all sugars, 
tank bottoms, sirups of cane juice or of beet julce, .melada, concen
trated melada, conci-ete or concentrated molasses which . are imported 
from or are the product of a.ny country which at the time the same are 
exported therefrom pays, directly or indirectly, a bounty on the export 
thereof shall pay a duty of one-tenth of 1 .cent per pound in addition 
to the foregoing rates: P r ovided, That the importe1· of sugar produced 
in a foreign country the Government of which grants such direct or 
indirect bounties may be relieved from this additional duty under such 
regulations as the Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe in case said 
importer produces a certificate of said Government that no indirect 
bounty has been received upon said sugur in excess of the tax collected 
upon the beet or cane from which it was produced and that no direct 
bounty has been or shall be paid : Provided further, That nothing 
herein contained shall be so construed as to ubrogate or in any manner 
impair or affect the provisions of the treaty of commercial reciprocity 
concluded between the United States and the King of the Hawaiian 
Islands on the 30th day of January, 1875, or the provisions of any act 
of Congress heretofore passed for the execution of the same. That there 
shall be levied, collected. and paid on molasses testing above 40 degrees 
and not u.bove 56 degrees polariscope a d~ty of 2 cents per gallon; if 
testing above 56 degrees polariscope, a duty of 4 cents per gallon. 

183. Sugar candy and all confectionery, made wholly or in part of 
sugar, and on sugars aftei· being refined. when tinctured, colored, or 
in any way adulterated, 35 per cent ad valorem; glucose, or grape 
sugar, 15 per cent ad valorem; saccharine, 25 per cent ad valorem. 

The CHAIRM:AN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
l\fr. WARBURTON. As I proposed this bill originally, I ask 

permission to consume 10 minutes_. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I do not like to object 

to extending the gentleman's time, but if one gentleman's time 
is extended, another one's will have to be, and, in order that 
each Member may have a chance under the five--minute rule, I 
must insist on the speeches being limited to five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
.Mr. W AilBURTON. I ask u:ilanimous consent to extend my 

remarks in the RECORD. 
There was no objection. 
Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, I made a statement yester

day that, so far as I am concerned, read the gentleman from 
·washington [Mr. W ARBURT~N] out of the Republican Party, 
and this morning he has certified to that statement. I am op. 
posed to the amendment, and I am opposed to any reduction 
of the duty on sugar that will not furnish adequate protection 
between the cost of production of sugar in this country and 
abroad. · 

Yesterday the gentleman from Alabama [.Mr. UNDERWOOD] 
stated that the evidence before the sugar investigating com
mittee showed that the cost of beets in this counti·y was less 
than that paid by the factories in Germany. I think that is a 
correct statement of the gentleman's remarks. I have here the 
record to show the.testimony before that committee, taken from 
a record furnished by the Bureau of Statistics, giving the cost 
price paid by the factories in France for beets for eight years 
to be $4.05 per ton. 

Mr. HARDWICK. What years were those? 
Mr. FORDNEY. The years 1902-3, . 1903-4, and the five 

succeeding years ; and for the last seven years in Germany the 
price has been $4.45 a ton. 

The records show the price paid by the factories in this coun
try to be far above that, and in the State of l\licbigan last year 
$6.91 per ton was paid; but the main point is this : The chair
man of the committee stated that the pmity of sugar in the 
foreign beet. is of less degree than in the beet in this country. 
It is just to the conh·ary, as testified to and as shown in the 
record that I have before me. 

Here is the evidence furnished by the official statistics ob· 
tained from the Bureau of Statistics, which obtained them froin 
the bureaus of statistics in France and Germany. Mr. Willett 
testified, and I have a letter and a telegram from him certifying 
to the statement made by him, that beets in Germany testing 
1 n per cent, as compared with beets of the same test in this 
country, produced from 1 to 2 per cel}.t more sugar than the 
beets raised in this country. Let me tell you what that means. 
The -difference between 1 and 2 per cent, say an average of H 
per cent, means 30 pounds of sugar more per ton extracted from 
the beets in Germany and France having ~e same percentage 
of test than in this country. Thirty pounds of sugar per ton, 
at 3 cents per pound, means 90 cents per ton more value to the 
product of the factories · in France and Germany for beets of 
the same percentage or ~est. Or, put in another way, it means 
that a 17! per cent beet in Germany or France produces 30 to 
40 pounds more sugar per ton than does the 1 n per cent beet 
of the United States. 

The CHAIRMAN. T·be time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. DONOHOE. l\fr. Chairman, I am in fay-or of this bill 

which places sugar on the free list. I regard it as the most 
~mport~nt measure that has come before ~e House during the 
present session. Its enactment into law will reduce the cost of 

sugar about H cents per pound, and by far the greater part of 
the saving of more than $100,0-00,000 will come to those who 
most need it-the plain people. 

It is inequitable that the millionaire or the multimillionaire, 
with all his comforts and luxuries, should pay onJy about the 
same amount of taxes on bis requirements in sugar as does the 
laborer or the artisan, whose scanty wage is often insufficient to 
enable him to make ends meet in the ever-increasing struggle 
for existence. It is unreasonable to hold that the man with a . 
-very large income should not pay a larger share of the cost of 
government than the man with a very small income. 

The good people of my district with few exceptions and with no 
regard to political affiliations-for I am stiinng to represent all 
of them-demand free sugar and a fairer distribution of the 
burden of taxation incident to tlie cost of maintaining the Gov
ernment. l\fost people feel keenly the high cost of living. Those 
who never experience its pinch should be willing, nay, should 
be glad, to assist in relieving some of the pressure from those 
who can ill afford to bear it. And because the industrious and 
intelligent people of my district demand it, I would support this 
measure regardless of my own opinion in the matter. 

It is not so much my purpose to dwell on the merits of the 
pending bill as it is to touch briefly on the position of a l\!em
ber of this House with reference to the views of his constituents. 
I contend that a Representative should reflect as far as pos
sible the wishes of those who selected him as their Representa-
tive. [Applause.] · . · 

In thus ·stating my position I feel, Mr. Chairman, that I am 
on what some regard as dangerous ground. I know that this 
is regarded as positively heretical by a certain class of states
man whose reputation as champions of big business, vested in
terests, and corporate control is nation wide. I have already 
" suffered the slings and arrows " of one of the mighty war
riors of standpatism in the person of Hon. Leslie l\f. Shaw, 
former Secretary of the Treasury and now titular head of sun
dry financial schemes. In an address before the Jewelers' Club 
of Philadelphia, on Saturday evening, February 26 of this year, 
Mr. Shaw made this remarkable statement: 

Our Representatives are supposed to be more intelligent and better 
in every way than the average voter. That is why they are Representa
tives. Never has t!iere been such a cowardly body of men in Congress 
as there is to-day. A Member from this city recently read a · telegram 
from a Kensington workingman asking him to vote against a certain 
measure. He said, " · I will vote 'no' because of what this constituent 
requests." Such a. Congressman is worth only as much as that work
man. He is only a $1.50 per day man. 

And one Philadelphia newspaper that reported Mr. Sha w•s 
speech added : 

It was generally understood that this shot was aimed at Congressman 
DONOHOE, who represents the Kensington district. 

Of cou:r8e Mr. Shaw, former Secretary of the Treasury, is 
entitled to his opinions as to the value of a Representative and 
the cowardice of the present-day Members of Congress; but 
when be gives voice to those opinions in after-dinner speeches 
even he is liable to be questioned as to their accuracy and the 
motives that prompted them. · 

As to my action in this House, on which the learned gentle
man bases bis estimate of my worth as a Representative, I 
quote from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of August 3, 1911, page 
3673, a few remarks which I made on the cotton bill (H. R. 
12812) then under discussion: 

Mr. Chairman, before this bill came before the House for considera
tion I felt that the conditions in my district, as well as the pledges 
which I had made in my campaign, justified my being in a position to 
vote for or against it according as my constituents might desire, and 
therefore I took steps to exempt myself from caucus action. 

In the six congressional districts comprising the cit'f of Philadelphia 
we have upward of 200 cotton mills, one-half of which I understand 
are in my district. In order to test the sentiment of those most inter~ 
ested and best informed in the textile industry, I sent the following 
letter to a gentleman whom I have known for many years as .an honest 
labor leader and one of the most active in promoting the well-being of 
his fellow workers : 

" Inclosed please find CO%lY of the Underwood cotton bill, which is 
now before the House. I wish you would have a talk with a number of 
your friends-both manufacturers and workers-as early as possible 
and advise me as to how they regard the proposed measure. In such 
matters I feel that as their Representative in Congress I should be gov
erned by the wishes of the people, and so if those who know the textile 
business better than I do declare that the bill would be injmious to 
the textile industries, I will not only vote against it but. regardless of 
my personal opinion, do whatever is in my power in opposition to its 
passaue." 

In 'answer to that letter I received this morning a telegram which 
reads: "Vote for Underwood bill; instructions from Upholstery Weavers, 
No. 25." . 

Having received this reques t from faithful representatives of the 
operatives in the cotton mills of my district, and having received no 
contrary word from anyone in that district, I will gladly vote Ill favor 
of the bill. 

This, then, was " the head and front of my offending." I re
quested an intelligent American mechanic to consult his friends, 
" both manufacturers and workers," and to advise me as to 
their wishes regarding a pending measure which I felt was of 
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interest to them. Had the telegram brought me· the request to 
vote against the bill I would have done so. Would this have 
been unsatisfactory to Mr. Shaw? 

Former Secretary Shaw may be right when he says that tbc 
Congressman who accepts the opinion of a workingman is worth 
only $1.50 per day. Is that Mr. Shaw's estimate of the value ot 
a skilled mechanic in the textile industry in Kensington? If so, 
I want to say here and now, and with all the earpestness of 
which I am capable, that such is not my estimate of the value of 
any skilled mechanic or any workingman in my district. I 
know that during the past three or four years the mill operatives 
ham· not made full time, and that they have not had even 
moderate incomes; but I will say to-day, what I said before I 
was .elected a Member of this House, that if my wish could 
accomplish it there would not be an idle mill nor an idle man in 
all that great industrial center, and that my earnest hope is 
that I may be able to render such service here as will tend to 
lighten the burden and better the lot of every worker every
where. [Applause.] 

But l\lr. Shaw knows nothing about Kensington workingmen. 
Ile certainly knows nothing about the man to whom he referred 
in his recent address. I admit-and I am not ashamed to say 
it-that many operatives in the textile mills know more about 
the textile industry than I do. And the same holds good in 
other lines of industry as well. And why not? An intelligent 
-mechanic who has spent 10 or 15 years in his trade, who has 
made a life study of conditions affecting it, and who depends 
upon it for his livelihood, should, and, as a matter of fact, does, 
know more about it in all its phases than even the average high
toned, glib-tongued, after-dinner doctrinaire. And whatever be 
the shortcomings or limitations of such mechanic few will deny 
tba t he is more vitally interested in the prosperity and general 
betterment of his particular industry than the man who esti
mates the value of his services at $1.50 per day. 

As a striking illustration of his concern for the American 
workingman, and for the legitimate manufacturer, I quote from 
a recent prospectus of the American Fiber Ileed Co., of which 
l\lr. Shaw is, or was until recently, chairman of the board of 
directors: 

Tb.c American Fiber Reed Co. manufactures fiber and reed furniture 
with prison labor. Its factories are located inside prison walls and it 
has at the present time 800 prisoners under contract in Maine, Illinois, 
and Kentucky. • * • Prison contracts are uluall;y made for eight 
years and generally continue indefinitely. • • This company pays 
for its labor 52 cents per man per day ; its competitors, who employ free 
labor, pay an average wage of about $2 per day. * * * There are 
no strikes or labor troubles in prisons. • * * These are ideal con
diticns for profitable manufacturing. 

Those whose chief interest is in the great combinations of 
capital have little concern for the plain people. Everything, it 
seems, must give way to that which best insures big dividends, 
and, hence, those · vast aggregations of capital whose baneful 
influence on our industrial life is felt at every . turn. The inde

. pendent manufacturer, squeezed for higher prices of trust-
controlled raw materials, finds it more and more difficult to meet 
competition, and yet has no redress. The mills that form part 
of the consolidation of interests are operated or closed as the 
new policy may warrant without consideration for the em
ployees or the people of the locality in which those mills are 
located. In this way the normal trade of districts is subject to 
fluctuations and contingencies that,- year after year, make it 
more difficult for the local storekeeper to exist. And thus are 
the independent manufacturer, the dealer, the mechanic, and 
the laborer all hmt in turn by the system of which vast wealth 
is the center and inordinate greed the cohesive force. 

While such men are ever alert to the needs of timid capital 
their chief concern about labor appears to be in seeing that it 
shall not be overpaid at the expense of big dividends and that 
those who consult intelligent mechanics on matters of legisla- · 
tion shall be branded as cheap Representatives. And yet these,' 
or such as these, are the ones who will appear on the stump 
next fall professing their deep interest in and trying to fool 
again those whose votes they need to continue and, if possible, 
increase the sway of the system. 

I "\\onld ask, in passing, what per diem value Mr. Shaw would 
place on the Congressman who would consult on matters of 
moment such great financiers as himself or Mr. Morgan or Mr. 
Rockefeller? Would he be worth, say, a million dollars per 
month, which is said to be the income of some of these worthy 
men? 

Never-
Says l\fr. Shaw-

has there been such a cowardly body of men in Congress as there ls 
to-day. 

And Mr. Shaw finds proof sufficient for himself in the fact 
that some of the Members of this body have fallen so low as to 
accept suggestions from American mechanics. It would seem as 

if Mr. Shaw's lofty idea of courageous statesmanship is per
sonified in the Congressman who, not deigning to listen to a 
representative of the toiling masses, takes his orders from a big 
political boss or a corrupt machine whose power is founded on 
intimidation, bribery, and other forms of election fraud. 

In spite of a powerful machine the intelligent people of my 
district sent me here, and until those people change their mind 
they will be represented in Congress by one who will be glu.d to 
consult them on matters of legislation affecting their material 
interests. [Applause.] 

l\Ir. SAMUEL W. SMITH. Mr. Chairman; once more our 
Democratic friends, being clothed with authority in the House 
of Representatives, are bent upon favoring foreign capital, 
foreig:O. labor,. and the foreign farmer to the injury of American 
capital, American labor, and the American farmer, as is clearly 
shown by this bill placing sugar on the free list. 

I do not favor this bill, and such is the attitude of Repub
licans generally, and this feeling is shared by many Democrats, 
and the method of its creation is also criticized, as is shown by 
the statement of Hon. ROBERT F. BROUSSARD, in the Washington _ 
Post, of March 1 : 

"Representative BROUSSARD, of Louisiana, after attempting to 
find out directly from Mr. UNDERWOOD what the report would be, 
issued a statement attacking the Ways and Means Committee 
for the secrecy. 

"'The secret caucus-the- dark-room operations-the blind
man's buff method of legislation,' ~aid Representative BRous
sARD, 'will not answer modern thought on matters affecting the 
public welfare. I fail to see the force of this. If a man is 
doing a right thing he should invite criticism. This is legisla
tion by caucus, with every Member blindfolded. I informed Mr. 
UNDERWOOD that that system of legislating would not do. I, 
for one, will not stand for it. The people of the country have a 
right to know what is going on here.'" 

This able and distinguished Democrat has been elected to the 
House of RepresentatiYes eight ·times, and at the coming ses
sion of the general assembly of his State he will be elected to 
the Senate for six years, beginning March 4, 1915 . 
.. Mr. BRoussARD is correct. During this Congress, so far, . our 
opponents have been legislating by caucus; so much so that 
many of their Members are bound to such an extent by the 
caucus that they dare not express their own views upon many 
questions affecting the public welfare. 

Is there any wonder that only 5 hours and 40 minutes gen
eral debate was allowed on this bill; one of the most important 
that will be introduced in this Congress, of which the Repub
licans had only 2 hours and 20 minutes; a bill which will cause 
a loss of revenue annually in round numbers of $55,000,000 and 
a loss of practically $10,000,000 for every hour of general 
discussion. . 

It seems a shame that any party should feel called upon to 
legislate so as to destroy the leading industry and one which 
for years has been encouraged both by the Republican and 
Democratic Parties, in a State in which there is invested in 
round numbers $120,000,000, producing an annual crop worth 
approximately $30,000,000 and employing 60,000 laborers, but 
the Democratic Party is repeating, in part, the legislation which 
brought about the dreadful conditions from 1893 to 1897. T.o • 
be consistent they should put wool on the free list, but they dare 
not do it, fearing the further wrath and indignation of the 
farmer. 

ALWAYS A SUGAR DUTY. 

The first tariff bill, before sugar was ever made in this c·oun
try, levied a sugar duty, and in all recent years has furnished 
millions of revenue, varying from fifty millions or more, toward 
the support of the Government. What a contrast this Demo
cratic House presents as to sugar as compared to every other 
Congress since the foundation of the Government, ever bearing 
in mind that the Government has been levying duties on sugar 
for 123 years. 

At a great mass meeting held in New Orleans March 1~ the 
attempt of the committee to place sugar on the free list was 
severely denounced. The meeting was composed of men of all 
political parties-Republicans and Democrats, laborers, sugar 
pianters, a.nd men engaged in the manufacture of sugar ma
chinery. It was a notable gathering of the financial, business, 
professional, political, and laboring interests of the State. It 
was shown at this meeting that the ftestruction of the sugar 
industry would involve a loss of 1,000,000 tons, worth $100,-
000,000, annually to the world's supply, and as a result necessi
tate the importation of additional sugars into the United States, 
and that ultimately the price of sugar would be raised to in
crease the profits of the refiners, and as a further result it 
must be evident that when the refiners, only six in number, 
are able to control the market the consumer will not be bene-
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fited, as the claim is made by many, but, upon the contrary, the 
price to the consumer will be increased. 

At this meeting Mr. H. N. Pharr, one of the leading sugar 
men of the State, is quoted in the Daily Picayune of March 13 
as saying: 

" History is about to repeat itself in the sugar industry. 
In 1894 there assembled in New Orleans a convention of a 
large and representative body of citizens of Louisiana inter
ested in the welfare of the sugar industry. There had been 
an upheaval of parties, and that party to which Louisiana had 
always yielded allegiance had been intrusted with the affairs 
of the Government. There was agitation for tariff reduction, 
and sugar was made the target. The bounty on sugar that had 
been established was considered by Louisiana and the beet
sugar people binding as a contract at least for 15 years. The 

· indush·y in Louisiana had nearly doubled in the time that the 
bounty had been in force, but the bounty was annulled and a 
tariff of 40 per cent placed on sugar. The convention in this 
city protested against that action. There were many present 
who are here now, and they remember of scenes and the gloomy 
conditions that succeeded the passage of the Wilson bill. Thou
sands of tons of cane were left in the fields because it did not 
pay to handle it, and many mills were closed, never to open 
again ; properties changed hands or were mortgaged. 

"There was political confusion and chaos in the State. Life
long connections were severed, and there came near being fra
ternal strife, and the State was shaken to the center. 

"After 18 years we meet again to oppose an act which, if 
pas ed and allowed to become a law, will cause the comiitions 
of 1896 to pale in importance. Sugar is to be placed on the 
free list by that act. It seems especially unfortunate that men 
of our neighboring States lead in the movement-UNDERWOOD of 
Alabama and HARDWICK of Georgia." 

l\Ir. Pharr said that he did not speak as a politicial partisan, 
and those who remembered him in the place he occupied as a 
man without party would not accuse him of it. He said that 
the act was neither Democratic nor protectionist and sacrificed 
the domestic sugar industry ostensibly for the benefit of the 
laborer but really for the American Sugar Refining Co., which 
would. get the most benefit. He said that, laying aside tariff 
features, he believed that the majority of the American people 
would agreet that the committee at Washington had shown a 
lack_ of statesmanship in destroying an industry in which 
$3-00,000,000 or $400,000,000 is invested. 

It was being condemned by the press all over the country and 
should be denounced as buncombe of the most detestabl~ kind, 
as the Democrats advocating it expect the President to veto 
the bill and are merely doing it for political capital. 

If the Government for years fosters an industry and then at 
once withdraws its support, the rankest free n·ader would re
coil from such vandalism. The speaker said fie thought that 
Cox's army marching on Washington and the financial depres
sion of those times would not be forgotten, but the present com
mittee in its egotism has forgotten it. 

Mr. Pharr said that the Underwood bill, if it did all that it 
was claimed it could, would do it at a dreadful price to Louisi
ana, Texas, and the West. It would result in destroying $50,
~0,000 of interstate trade, $100,000,000 of foreign trade, take 
away $53,000,000 of internal revenue, and, worst of all, 'would 
compf:!l the Nation to depend on foreign nations for sugar in 
peace and war, and would perpetuate monopoly and enable the 
Sugar Trust to fix prices a-s it pleased. How any sane man, see
ing the two sides of the ledger, could strike a balance for free 
trade I can not understand. 

The only argument is the cost to the wage earner. That re
duction would be temporary--only long enough to destroy the 
local sugar industry-and then the prices would resume their 
level or go higher. The result to tpe wage earner would be 
negligible, and what would free sugar mean to Louisiana? It 
would mean that 30,000 wage earners and 150,000 other people 
would be out of work, and the loss in the beet country in the 
West would be greater. The loss of employment would more 
than double this in the grinding season, and a half million peo
ple in New Orleans and Louisiana would be seriou~ly crippled 
and many bankrupted. A million acres of land would be placed 
on the market and break down prices. It would stop reclama
tion and stop the large immigration that is coming into the 
State. The financial panic would cause others to pale into in
significance. It would result in reducing population and setting 
back the progress of the State 25 years. 

What is taken for · the cultivation of the soil, for machinery, 
and factory supplies from the other parts of the country would 
be wiped out, and the farms would have to be planted in cotton, . 
corn, hay, truck, and so forth, to compete with the overstocked 
market. 

Every man, woman, and child in south Louisiana would be 
seriously affected and almost every important industry in the 
United States would suffer. Every intelligent man knows that 
it is absurd to say that free sugar will not destroy the manu
facture of sugar in Louisiana. 

They claim that it will reduce the price H cents, and we know 
that the refiner and grocer will have their profit, and with 4 
cents as the price for the last 10 years, taking off 1!, it will 
leave 2!, or a reduction of not less than 1 to 1i cents in 
Louisiana. The result is so simple that I marvel that an in
telligent man could sign such a document. 

M:r. Parr said he wished to emphasize, what was admitted, 
that the sugar ringers had spent $12,000 creating sentiment for 
free sugar; they wish to crush domestic sugar, as it is a 
dangerous competitor, and its destruction would -enable the 
trust to increase on its investment. 

Mr. R. E. Lee, former labor commissioner of Louisiana, is 
quoted in the same paper as saying that he spoke from the 
standpoint of a laboring man solely and only. He said as a 
workingman to workingmen, that they do not object to being 
legislated out of a political job, but that they do object to being 
legislated out of a living. 

If this free-trade bill passes, said Mr. Lee, I say that eyery 
workingman will be reduced to the point of starvation within 
two weeks after it becomes a law. 

He declared . that free trade in operation means rust and 
decay, and that honest protection means prosperity and hap
piness. 

If they want to establish free trade, why do not they tear 
down the immigration laws-, queried Mr. Lee, and let the cheap 
labor come in with the free goods?. 

IMMIGRATION AND PROTEC-TION LAWS GO HAND I N HAND. 

He referred to the Mills bill under the first administration of 
President Cleveland, and said that under the bi11 he had his 
first experience with free trade. He said he walked the streets 
of New Orleans for six months without a job, and that the 
people who know him know that he is a skillful mechanic. He 
pointed out that under the operation of the Wilson bill there 
were millions of unemployed, and that this country can not lirn 
under free trade. 

FI>E HUNDRED YEARS OF PROTECTIOX IN ENGLA:SD. 

When they try to foist a free-trade bill in this -·country, said 
Mr. Lee, let them remember that England gave 500 years of 
protection before the free-trade laws of that nation were enacted. 
He pointed out that the average industry in America is but 
66 years old, and that even now prominent English statesmen 
are advocating a protective policy for England for the better
ment of the laboring classes of the country. 
FltFlE SUGAR AND RAW l\IATERIAL l\IEAN UTTER DAl\INATIO'.'i I N LOUISIANA. 

Mr. James W~ Porch is quoted in the same paper as saying, 
"Free sugar and ra material mean utter damnation," and 
explained how jute bagging was saved by President Taft Yeto
ing the bill that had passed both Houses. I tel~ you this is un
American and against our institutions-something we can not 
tolerate, nor will we stand it. He showed the error of trying 
to put the United States on the· level with the Mexicans and 
advocating keeping up conditions in this country. The reason 
why the United States surpasses other countries is that it llas 
protected its industries and believes in the intelligent masses 
and not the intelligent few. There is no country that has ·felt 
direct taxation less than here, and there is no more ideal way 
of getting revenue than by the slight tax on sugar. He spoke 
of the enrichment of the refineries that would follow and of the 
fight of the people to save themselves from the legislators. The 
country is not in a position to experiment. 

The foreign steumship agents would control the importation 
of sugar and would send it when they chose, and the refineries 
would own ships and manipulate the trade as they chose. 

The business could be so developed here that the country · 
could export sugar. 1\Ir. Porch said it was reported that UNDER
woon wanted to make Birmingham the steel center of the world. 
God save us from such statesmen. 

He said that the saving feature was that there was a sane 
man in the President's chair who will put across the bill the 
stamp of disapproval, as he saved the jute industry. 

Other distinguished and eloquent men addressed the meet· 
ing, and all condemned in severe terms the placing of sugar on 
the free list. 

While those engaged in the sugar business are familiar with 
the following facts, the general public are not. The present 
rates of duty are, viz: 

On refined sugar, $1.DO per 100 pounds. 
On raw sugar of 96°. $1.68~ per 100 pounds. 
On raw sugar from Cuba (20 per cent less), $1.35 per 100 pounds. 
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Refined ,sugar is not imported. 
The world's production and consilmption of sugar are about 

16,000,000 tons, nearly evenly balanced, as you will see. 
The annual consumption in the United States is 3,500,000 tons, 

derived from the following sources: 
Tons. 

Raw cane, duty paying, chiefly from Cuba---------------- 1, 800, 000 
Raw cane, domestic. from Porto Rico__________________ 300, 000 
Raw cane, domestic, from Louislana _______________ .:____ 300, 000 
Raw cane, domestic, Hawaiian Islands __________________ _. 500, 000 

I am acquainted ; but, 9n the other hand, the farmer is raisin'g 
beets primarily for the profit which is in the beets, and the 
preparation of the soil for the coming crop is secondary. 

We must bear in mind that although the sugar-beet industry, 
is yet an infant one in this country, thousands of people who 
have been trained in the beet fields of Europe have come to this 
country to make a home. l\fany of them have settled in the city. 
Many of them gladly avail themselves of the opportunity to go 
into 01:Jr beet fields and have proven the most valuable help 
that the farmers can get in raising beets, and in many cases 

Total cane sugar------------------------------- 2• 9oo, ooo have been able to secure these laborers for the balance of the Beet sugar produced in the United States________________ 600, 000 · 
----- year in doing other work upon the farm. In these days when 

Total---------------------------------------- 3, 500, ooo there are so many abandoned farms, largely because the farmer 
From the above figures you will see that about one-half of is unable to secure the necessary help, is it not better to encour

the consumption is produced in the United States and her colo- age these people to become tillers of the soil, either as laborers 
nies, but Porto Rico, Louisiana, and the Hawaiian Islands have for others or in their .own right as owners of farms, rather than 
practically reached the limit of · their productive capacity, but to remain in congested centers of population? 
not so in· the United States, for there is a great undeveloped WAGES. 

acreage that can be utilized for the raising of sugar beets suf- I want to call your attention to the matter of wages. "The 
ficient to supply every pound of sugar that can be consumed in lowest wages paid in the beet-sugar factories of the United 
the United States, and I believe we can yet export sugar with States for common laborers, such as sweepers, loaders, and so 
a profit even after reducing the present price to the consumer, forth, is $2.10 per day. The average rate of wages in these 
and, in a word, this is to be done by the expansion of the sugar- American factories is between $2.40 and $2.50 per day. In other 
beet industry, but it can not and will not be done so long as our words, the wage rate in the American beet-sugar factories is 
Democratic opponents insist upon tinkering with the tariff. more than three times as great as in the European beet-suga.r 

What we must try to do, and will do, is to produce the 1,800,00-0 factories. 
tons of sugar which are now purchased in foreigll' ·countries and In a word, ~t will be readily seen that we have not only the 
enough more for our increasing population. prop~ soil and climatic conditions for produclng our own sugar, 

The output of beet sugar in the United States in 1890 was but we have the workmen skilled in raising the beets and an 
2,203 tons. In 1897 it was 45,000 tons, and in 1911, G00,000 tons, abundance of ca.pi'.tal right at home to build the necessary fac
which is about one-sixth of the Nation's consumption-3,500,000 tories for producing all the sugar that can be consumed in this 
tons. country, and I again want to ass~t, without fear of successful 

Who is there beside our Democratic opponents that wants to contradiction, that by reasonable encouragement the price of 
destroy the cane and sugar-beet industry in the United States? sugar can be reduced to the consumer and the United States 
·1 will tell you. The refiners of sugar, six in number, located at become an exporter of the same. 
New York, Philadelphia, Baltimore, Brooklyn, San Francisco, PROTECTIVE TARIFF. . 

and New Orleans. And why do they want to destroy the sugar- Now, "the necessity for a protective tariff to build up the 
beet industry? Because the refiners import the raw sugar and domestic beet-sugar industry is apparent from the fact that the 
refine it and want to control the whole, not a part, of the. splen- Michigan manufacturer of sugar pays the farmer 2! cents per 
did sugar market of the United States, for we are the greatest pound for all the sugar he is able to extract from the beets 
sugar-consuming country in the world, using about one-fifth of delivered by the farmer to the factory; that is, when the 
the world's entire output of sugar. " farmer delivers his beets to the factory he receives for them the 

They raise sugar beets in Germany and other countries in equivalent of 2! cents for each pound of sugar the factoty is 
Europe. The reports from the Department of Agriculture in able to extract from those beets." 
'Vashington will convince anyone that the soil and climatic This is more than the average price of the European raw 
conditions necessary to the production of beet sugar in the sugar laid down in bond in New York for the 10 years pre-
United States are equal to the best districts in Europe. ceding January 1, 1911. . 

I read an article a short time ago to the effect that the re- Now, again, "if the American manufacturer of beet sugar is 
ports from the Department of Agriculture show that there is to compete with European sugar without the protection of the 
enough land in the United States adapted to beet culture to tariff, it must be appar~nt that the farmer must sell his beets 
produce as much sugar in one year as the entire world has con- at not to exceed two-thirds the price he now receives for them, 
sumed since the birth of Christ. I believe this is so, for I and the workmen in the factories must work for Europe:m 
believe that we are just beginning to lea1·n about the raising of wages. 
sugar beets and the lands that are adapted to the same. Where " In Michigan alone there are now 30,000 farmers raising beets 
are these lands referred to? They are located in Michigan, for the 17 factories in this State. It is needless to say that 
Iowa, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Colorado, Utah, California, and they will not raise these· beets _unless they can make money in 
other States, lG in all, that we know abou.t. I' believe that in so doing. It is true that they can turn their attention to some 
the State of Michigan alone we have available sugar-beet lands other. lines of agriculture less profitable to them than the 
sufficient to raise every pound of sugar that is consumed in the present beet crop, but the farmer is constantly being urged to 
United States. The honorable Secretary of Agriculture, James diversify his crop. 
Wilson, has said more than once that there were sufficient lands "Such being the case, the beet-sugar factories would have 
for this purpose in Iowa and that the farmer ought to raise nothing to do, and the investors ·in those factories would lose 
double the tons per acre that he is now doing, and no (].oubt as the $70,000,000 now invested in the sugar-beet factories of the 
he becomes more familiar and understands better about the pro- United States. This fact accounts for the manufacturer's in-
duction of sugar beets that such will be the case. terest in the tariff on sugar. 

I was agreeably pleased and astonished to oe told a short " There are in the United States 71 sugar-beet factories, pro-
time ago by Mr. George McCormick, superintendent of the sugar- ducing in round numbers 600',000 tons of beet sugar per year, 
beet factory at Menominee, Mich., that the best sugar beets in or, practically speaking, .about one-fifth of all the sugar con
this country were raised in the Upper Peninsula of Michigan, sumed in the United States." 
and that if one-half of the available sugar-beet lands in the Those who are familiar with the development of the sugar
upper peninsular could be used for ·raising beets it would sup- beet industry in Michigan know that as a result of the estab
ply all the sugar each year that is needed in this country. What lishment of this industry farm values have increased in the 
a field for sugar-beet factories! beet-sugar districts manyfold. I am able to speak advisedly 

The truth of this fact is further apparent when we consider when I say that I know that lands which I could have pur
that the amount of land devoted to beets in Germany any one chased 16 ·years ago in Huron County, Mich., for $10 per acre 
year is only 10 per cent greater than the area of my own county- are· now selling for fI•om $100 to $125 and $150 per acre, and 
Oakland, in the State of Michigan-and that Germany on such those who pay these prices are reaping a fine reward for their 
an area produces in any one year two-thirds as much sugar as investment in using these lands for the raising of sugar beets. 
the United States consumes. The fertility of the soil is being improved, and the farmer 

At a recent interview which I had with Dr. Orr, of the .Agri- is raising better crops of all kinds tlian before this industry 
cultural Department, who spent last summer in the sugar-beet was established. Farm buildings are being improved and many 
fields of Germany, he told me that the German farmer did not new ones built. In the last two campaigns throughout my dis
raise sugar beets so much for the profits from the beets ai:; to trict it was a matter of dally comment that so mnny new, large 
impro\e and prepare the soil for the crops which were to fol- red barns were being built, owing to the prosperous condition 
low. That is not the rule in this country at this time, so far as of the farmer. Farm mortgages are being paid, and in the 
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sugar-beet district, where the industry has been carried on, 
it is the exception to find a farmer witll a mortgage on his 
farm, and it is becoming the exception to fi_pd the farmer who 
is extensively engaged · in the sugar-beet industry not to find 
him owning at least one automobile, or abundantly able to do 
so if he desired. In a word, a general air of prosperity exists 
from the fact that the farmers are being paid by the Michigan 
factories in Michigan $8,000,000 annually or more for their 
beets. 

too, the 17 Michigan factories employ an average of 350 men 
each during the active season. 

So much for the producer and manufacturer. 
Now, as to the consumer. When sugar was especially high 

last summer it was the domestic crop, the beet-su~";ar crop, that 
reduced the price about 2 cents a pound. In fact, this domestic 
beet-sugar production, being all refined sugar, furnishes the only 
competition to the output of the refiners themselves. Without 
the beet-sugar competition the people have absolutely no shield 

FOUR HUNDRED BEET-SUGAR FACTORIES. against the refiners' monopoly. 
To produce in this country all the sugar that is needed In view of the advantage, then, of beet-sugar production to 

woulu mean the erection of at least 400 beet-sugar factories in the consumer as well as to the producer, I am utterly at a loss 
the Eastern, Central, Southern, and Western States, requiring to understand this proposed legislation. And when I look over 
an outlay of $400,000,000. the history of the country in this regard, I am still more at a 

If this industry can be properly encouraged, the interior of loss. 
the country would be improved as conditions have improved in The first Congress that met under the Constitution in 1789 
Michigan, and the beneficent blessings of the industry would be placed a duty on sugar. If at any time since then sugar has 
distributed throughout the whole country. been on the free list, a careful search of the statutes has failed 

If it were not for the present agitation to put sugar on the to reveal the fact to me. The nearest approach to free sugar 
free list, I am informed that this year there would have been· was under the McKinley bill, when refined sugar paid a duty 
eight more beet-sugar factories built east and nine west of the of half a cent per pound, and the interest of the domestic pro
Mississippi River. ducers-at that time almost exclusively located in Louisiana-

Our Democratic opponents are forever talking about destroy- was guarded by a bounty of 2 cents per pound. The Walker 
ing the trusts. I want to suggest, first, that it would be better tariff of 1846, always pointed to as the model Democratic tariff, 
to regulate them, but if they sincerely desire to destroy the placed a 30 per cent ad valorem duty on sugar, while the Wilson 
Sugar Trust, let them join with the Republicans in encouraging bill of 1894 made the ad valorem rate 40 per cent. 
the building of a sugar mill in every congressional district Nor is the United States alone in adopting this policy. Every 
throughout the Union, wherever there are sufficient lands to civilized nation in the world maintains· a duty on sugar. E-ren 
warrant the building of a mill to manufacture either cane or free-trade England, which does not produce a pound of sugar, 
beet sugar, and the Sugar Trust will be a thing of the past. places a duty of about 40 cents per hundred pounds on this 

Destroy the cane and beet sugar industries in this country and commodity. The great sugar-producing countries in Europe 
how easy it will be for the six refineries to combine and control maintain a higher duty on sugar than does the United States. 
the price of sugar, and who is there so dense that can not Every important beet-sugar producing' country in the world has 
see it? a higher rate of duty on sugar than we now have. 

liet me plead with you Democrats that you do not persist in Why this reversal of a governmental policy we have followed 
destroying the cane-sugar industry in Louisiana and Texas and for over a hundred years? Why this abandonment of the prece
the beet-sugar industry in l\Iichigan and other States. We have dent established by the civilized world? Is the wisdom of the 
17 factories in Michigan, built at a cost of many millions of gentlemen constituting the present Ways and Means.Committee 
dollars, and more will be built if the industry can be encour- greater than that of all the Ways and Means Committees that 
aged. It affords employment for many laborers in the field and have preceded them? Will you, on the other side of this Cham
in the factory at splendid wages. More than 30,000 farmers in ber, disregard the advice of such Democrats as Alexander J. 
Michigan are engaged in raising sugar beets, and they have Dallas, Daniel Manning, and John G. Carlisle in order that 
expended many thousands of dollars in purchasing machinery you may sit at the feet of the gentlemen who have framed this 
adapted to this work, which would be practically of no value for new fiscal policy? Is your wisdom so keen, your acumen so 
any other purpose. Why not by your legislation seem to ap- sure, your wisdom so profound that you can build more surely 
preciate the needs of this country, and by so doing encourage the foundation of national prosperity than did Bismarck, for 
as rapidly as possible the building of enough sugar factories to example, who, by high tariff -legislation, built up the great beet
produce not only all the sugar that we consume in this country, sugar industry in Germany under natural conditions not any-
but let us as we can become exporters of the same? where near as favorable as those in this country? 

. FREE suoAR v. FREE wooL. No ! .The answer is not here. To such claims you make no 
Of course you will be consistent and put wool on the free pretense. You have not the slightest expectation that this bill 

list, as you have sugar. At the extraordinary session of this will ever become a law. No .responsibility attaches to the intro
Congress you advocated a duty on wool for revenue purposes duction of this measure. If such responsibility did follow, this 
only. Wool produces, in round numbers, an annual revenue of measure would probably not be here. Even as it is, the opposi
$21,000,000; sugar fifty-odd millions. You have sought to tion to it, down in the hearts of many of the Members on the 
'make up the deficiency in the case of sugar by an income tax. other side, is so bitter that I have no doubt enough would 
By the same course of reasoning, why not increase the income gladly brea-k away to defeat it if it were not for the lash of the 
tax and make up for the $21,000,000 to be lost on wool? When party caucus. If you really thought this would become a law, 
the campaign is on, you will be telling the voter how necessary you would not lightly wipe out $53,000,000 of sure revenue with 
it is for him to have cheap blankets and cheap winter clothing. the probability, nay, the moral certainty, that very little, if 
Now is your opportunity to practice what you preach and gi"ve any, ultimately, of the remitted duty will go to the benefit of 
it to him. Free sugar and free wool go hand in hand. the consumer. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I desire to state to mem- The real reason why this free-sugar bill has been brought 
bers of the committee that I have come to an understanding forth is the fact that a. general election is to be held next 
with the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MANN] that we will agree November. 
to a general leave to print when we get back into the House. It "Free sugar" is to be a campaign watchword. It is to be 
;will be unnecessary to ask for any extension of time, as when used in loud grand-stand oratory about lowering the cost of 
.we get back in the House I will ask for general leave to print living. I freely admit that for a time, until effective competi
tor :five legislative days. tion is destroyed, the refiners might possibly, for their own 

l\fr. WEDEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, California, Colorado, selfish purposes, make a temporary reduction in the cost of 
~nd Iichignn are neck and neck in the race for first place in the sugar, only to recoup many times over as soon as they have se
beet-sugar production of the United States. cured control of the market. In the end there will be no reuuc-

In my own district many farmers are engaged in raising beets tion whatever-simply the destruction of a great industry 
for the factory located at Blissfield, in Lenawee County, one of giving employment to tens of thousands of men all over the 
the greatest agricultmal counties in the entire country, as well country. With beet sugar remo-red as a comp.etitor the refiners 
as for other factories within Michigan, among them those of would have the field to themselves. The beet-sugar industry 
Lansing, Owosso, and Mount Clemens, and also for those Ohio once destroyed is not easily revived, because of the length of 
factories just over the line in Ohio at Fremont, Paulding, and time it takes to raise a crop and manufacture sugar. 
Toledo. For six months a congressional committee has been investi-

The beet-sugar business gives employment to many men in my gating the sugar industry of the United States. Three weeks 
own district and State. It is estimated that 34,000 Michigan ago they submitted a unanimous report to the House wherein 
farmers raise sugar beets, about 2,000 for every factory. Sugar- they find that there is a Sugar Trust, against which they lay 
peet raising has increased the value of much farm land, not 21 distinct counts for violations of the laws of the land, and for 
only in counties of my own district but throughout the State, these violations the Government is now seeking to dissolve that 
and has come to be an important business in Michigan. Then, . trust. 
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An analysis of the Hardwick committee report, on pages 14 
and 15, discloses the fact that only about 12 per cent of the 
refining business in the United States is in the hands of com
panies conclusively shown to be independents. That lea·rns 
about 83 per cent of the refining business to the trust. 

Legislation beneficial to the refining interests and detri
mental to their competitors necessarily assists the Sugar Trust 
more than $7 to every $1 that it helps the independent refiners. 

In that most remarkable report which the majority members 
of the Ways and Means Committee make upon this free-sugar 
bill we are now considering they say : 

The refining interest is the most important factor connected with 
sugar manufacturing in the United States. '£herefore the industrial 
position of refining requires primary consideration. 

Now, as about 88 per cent of the refining industry of the 
country is undoubtedly controlled by the Sugar Trust, this 
declaration of policy means but one thing, namely, that the 
interests of the Sugar Trust are considered of primary impor
tance by the Democratic Party in framing a sugar tariff. We 
have long wondered who it is that wears the mask with which 
the Sugar Trust decorates the copyrighted trade-mark on its 
most attracti"rn brand-the Crystal Domino. Can it be possible 
that it is dear old Miss Democracy? Who would have thought 
two years ago, when the newspapers were filled with the reve
lations of the "case with the 17 holes,'' when the officers and. 
employees of the Sugar Trust were being tried and convicted 
for Htealing from the National Government, that in order to 
win votes in the coming election any party would dare declare 
that the interest of the Sugar Trust requires primary considera
tion in framing a sugar tariff? 

This is no idle claim of those on the other side of the aisle. 
They are acting in accordance with this avowed policy. Three 
weeks ago you passed a chemical bill taking bone black from 
a schedule where it pays 25 per cent ad valorem duty and 
placed it on the free list. This material is one of the principal 
items of expense in refining sugar and practically no one uses 
it except the refiners. To-day you would pass a bill which 
places raw sugar on the free list and thereby relieve these same 
refiners from paying $53,000,000 annunlly into the National 
Treasury. If these refiners give the consumer the benefit of 
e·rnry dollar of the tariff removed, you have saved" the refiner 
$1,000,000 a year in interest charges and cost of bone black. 
Remember that 88 per cent of this saving goes into the coffers 
of the Sugar Trust. If the refiners do not permanently give to 
the consumer the full benefit of the tariff removal, and no one 
believes they will, then 88 per cent of the amonnt thus retained 
by the refiners also goes into the coffers of the Sugar Trust. 
. Nor does the subserviency to the Sugar Trust stop here. 

In the first two lines on page 5 of the majority report of the 
Wnys and Means Committee it is plainly admitted that our do
mestic beet sugar offers the only competition to the ·refining 
industry. It iS practically the only sugar in the United States 
that does not pay tribute to the refining industry, 88 per cent 
of which is controlled by the Sugar Trust. On the first page 
of this same report the committee states that during the decade 
ending with 19-09 the number of our beet factories increased 
117 per cent, the quantity of beets used increased 3~9 per cent, 
and the value of the products increased almost 700 per cent. 
Our domestic beet crop now constitutes our greatest source of 
supply other than Cuba. Here lies the real trouble. The Demo
cratic majority cite this wonderful development of domestic 
beet sugar, not as a cause for congratulation but as a cause for 
alarm. They called before the Hardwick committee every lead
ing refiner in the United States. 

These men testified under oath as to the keenness of the com
petition given theJ!l by the domestic beet sugar and unanimously 
demanded that the duty on sugar be greatly lowered or removed 
entirely to check the growth of the domestic industry or destroy 
it completely. The Democratic Party not only listened to this 
proposal, but acceded to the demand of the most radical of these 
refiners, and their committee now reports a bill, the first of its 
kind in the history of the United States, in which all kinds of 
sugar are placed on the free list. That this bill will accomplish 
the end sought is freely admitted by the committee framing the 
measure. On page 5 of their report they give the cost of pro
ducing refined sugar in Germany as $2.415 per 100 pounds, and 
on the top of the next page the cost of producing domestic beet 
S11gar as $3.5-1 per 100 pounds. As the freight from Europe to 
New York is only 12 cents per 100 pounds, it follows inevitably 
that the European manufacturer could make 1 cent per pound 
on his sugar and still sell it at the price it costs our manufac
turer to produce this commodity. The European sugar pro- . 
ducer will close our factories and then the refiners who plainly 
told the Hardwick committee that they were not afraid of 
world competition under free sugar will have an absolute mo-

' nopoly in the United States. And of this refining monopoly the 

Sugar Trm~t controls 88 per cent. That which the Sugar Trust 
obtained by a warfare as ruthless as any waged by a robber 
baron of the sixteenth century, the Democratic Party would 
maintain unto them even to the third and fourth generation 
more effectually than by the law of primogeniture and entail. 

Search the pages of our history and you will not find such an
other abject surrender to the grasping power of a monopoly. 
The Democratic Party, which proclaims from the housetops 
that it is the friend of the masses and believes in competition, 
says to the thousands of planters raising cane in the South, to 
the thousands of farmers raising beets in the North, to the thou
sands of workmen employed in the sugar factories of the South 
and the sugar factories of the North, you must give up your 
occupation and enter other employment unless you are willing 
to accept the compensation paid for similar effort in Java and 
Cuba and Europe. It says to the men who have invested 
$100,000,000 in the domestic beet-sugar industry and to the men 
who ha rn invested a similar amount in the domestic cane in
dustry, you must close these factories and abandon these fields. 
It says_ to the people of Porto Rico and Hawaii and the Philip
pines, we will re>erse our government policy toward you and 
deprive rou of your greatest source of prosperity. It says to 
Cuba, we will repudiate our treaty obligations and destroy your 
preferential market. It says to the economist, it is better to 
nurture an industry which spends $1 at home and $G abroad, 
rather than one that spends $7 at home and none abroad, in 
producing the same commodity. It says to the historian, we 
disregard the wisdom of all the statesmen, Democratic and 
Republican, who ha·rn framed our fiscal policy during the 123 
years of our national life. It says to the civilized nations of 
the world, we ha-ve a keener insight and a truer understanding 
of the principles of national prosperity than have you. All this 
our political opponents now say-and why? Because their lead
ers have- listened in awe to the refiners-to Messrs. Spreckels, 
and Lowry, and Post, and Heike, and Arbuckle, and Gilmt:ire, 
and Jamison, and Atkins, and have learned that the industrial 
position of the Sugar Trust requires primary consideration in 
framing a sugar tariff. 

Gentlemen, I congratulate you. 1.rhe Democratic donkey and 
the Sugar Trust will make a great team to haul any presidential 
band wagon. 

In closing, let me say that very lit-Ue, if anything, that might 
be called a general demand, has come to me from my district 
for any such legislation. It is true there ha\e been some peti
tions on the yellow printed sheets so familiar to every l\fember. 
These sheets, I believe it is- well understood, were circulated in 
the alleged interest of the consumer by a direct representative 
of the refiners. You all know the testimony. 

From my old home section, from the country neighborhood 
where I was brought up, there came to me a resolution, which I 
desire to read : · 

Whereas a revenue is necessary to successfully carry on the Govern
ment, we, the members of the Lafayette Grange, residents of the village 
of Chelsea., and of Lima, Sylvan, and Sharon 'l'ownships, politically, 
Republicans ::tnd Democrats, do protest against the lowering of the 
tarilf on anything raised, produced, or manufactured in this country 
that under the present law brings in a revenue to the Government. 

Ilelieving that to lower such duties would be to lower the earning 
ability of our citizens that earn their living with their hands, whether 
they reside in the city or on country farm. 

This resolution just read is the answer of these constituents 
of mine to the blank petition sent to them for signature by the 
committee of wholesale grocers. How familiar that sounds in 
connection with the name of Lowry. 

A very intelligent letter from one of my prominent constituents 
states that in my own district there is owned $15,000,000 worth 
of real estate in sugar-beet land; that this industry has in
creased the -value of large tracts of land, and that to disturb 
the tariff would destroy this important branch of agriculture 
and manufacture. 

Beyond this, it would leave the consumer absolutely at the 
mercy of the refiner-absolutely at the mercy- of the Sugar 
Trust-as already indicated. It would destroy one qf the great
est sources of revenue, and for all these reason it seems ut
terly impossible to figure out any ground on which a repre
sentative of the American people can base his support of this 
bill. [Applause.] 

l\Ir. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I make the pro forma amend
ment for the purpose of saying a word in five minutes. I am 
against this bill. It is true that in 1890 I voted for free sugar; 
but at the same time I voted for a bounty of 2 cents a pound 
on all American-produced sugar. [Applause.] We did not 
need the revenue from sugar at that time. In 18 , if I recol
lect right, $160,000,000 of the national debt was retired and 
paid. Revenues were coming in at the rate of a hundred mil
lions surplus a year, and our friends, the enemy, attacked us, 
saying that we were growing extravagant and collecting too 

. 
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much revenue. It is true that we were collecting too much,. 
and we put sugar on the free _ list under those conditions, 
leaving ample revenue to carry on the G-Overnment and at the 
same time giving protection to the American industry. Under 
similar conditions I would cast a similar vote. Now, when we 
need the revenue, not getting a large overplus, you propose to 
dispense with nearly 60,000,000 of revenue. You do not pro
pose any protection to the American industry. We Republicans 
stand for protection, whether we grow cane sugar, as they do 
in Louisiana, or beet sugar, as they do in Michigan, Wisconsin, 
Utah, California, and elsewhere. [Applause.] We stand for 
the protective policy for every practical American industry. 
Having but barely scratched this country with 90,000,000 peo
ple, to be multiplied many times in the coming generations, we 
would utilize American labor and promote .American production 
from the broad standpoint of the whole. 90,000,000 people 
instead of dividing into squads, and protecting rice because we 
happen to grow rice, but letting ~verything else that we do not 
happen to grow go to the devil. We consume one-fourth of 
the world's product of sugar. • 

Mr. HARDWICK. One-fifth. . 
Mr. CANNON. One-fifth, the gentleman says. Pe1·haps he is 

more nearly cori·ect than I. I am speaking in general terms. 
We produce in the United States and our dependencies and 
colonies one-half of all that we consume. You put it on the 
free list. You say you do this to relieve the consumer. By 
putting it upon the free ·list without bounty you kill the in
dustry. I wonder how much longer Louisiana will kiss the 
hand that smites her. I shall not vote to smite you. You are 
part and parcel of the country. So with the beet producers. 
[Applause.] · 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr: Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

that debate on the pending amendment, not the paragraph, 
close, so that it may be disposed of. ' 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani
mous consent that all debate on the pending amendment now 
close. Is there objection? - · 

There was no ,pbjection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 

by the gentleman from Washington. 
The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 
l\lr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-

ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have rea.d. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 1, line 3, after the word "following," insert: 
" The date when the President shall declare by proclamation that a 

report of the Tariff Board shows conclusively that the production of 
sugar in the United States will not be jeopardized by "--

1\Ir. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, my amendment proposes to 
postpone the date when this act shall take effect until that 
time when the President of the United States shall by procla
mation declare that a report of the Tariff Board shows conclu
sively that the passage of this legislation will not jeopardize 
the sugar-growing interests of this country. I do not antici
pate that any such time would ever come, but I think: that that 
would be quite soon enough for the passage of this legislation. 

In their report on this bill the Democratic members of the 
Ways and Means Committee state that the industrial position 
of the refining interests require primary consideration. This 
bill, which would destroy the only competition which the 
Refiners' Trust has, certainly gives the refining interest primary 
consideration with a vengeance. Evidently that is understood 
by those who deal in market securities. I note from the 
Washington Times of last ev-ening and the Washington Post of 
this morning that the stocks of the American Sugar Refining 
Co.-the " Sugar Trust "-are quoted at 123i. From other 
reliable sources I find that the stocks of the Sugar Trust range 
from 116 on December 31, 1911, to 1181 on March 12, 1912, 
three days ago. Yesterday they were worth, as I have 
said, 123!. 

On the capitalization of the· Sugar Trust-forty-five million 
common and forty-.fi>e million preferred stock, or ninety million 
in all-this increase from 118k to 123! makes a difference of 
$5.37! per share, or an advance in value of $4,837,500 in the 
stocks of the Sugar Trust since this bill was reported. The in-

• terests of the Sugar Trust have evidently received that primary 
consideration to which the committee said it was entitled. 

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MONDELL. That is protecting the Sugar Trust with 

a \engeance. 
Mr. HARDWICK. Does the gentleman not know that on the 

13th of March the American Sugar Refining Co. held its an
nual meeting and made its annual statement and declared divi
dends showing that they had made $14,000,000 that year, and 

that that is the reason the stock went up-after that statement 
was made. 

l\Ir. MONDELL. That is probably in the gentleman's min!L 
Mr. HARDWICK. And that is under the present tariff law. 
Mr. MONDELL. -The stock of the .American Sugar Refining 

Co. has been advancing steadily ever since the Democratic Party 
took up the consideration of this legislation. 

Mr. HARDWICK. Under your own tariff law. 
Mr. MONDELL. The advance has been steady since last De

cember, when the price was 114; ·and ff the gentleman wants to 
go back a little further than the date that I .first stated, to wit, 
to the time when his party took up the consideration of this 
legislation, he will find that Sugar Trust stock has increased. in 
value since that time over $10,000,000. Surely the Democratic 
Party has given consideration to this great interest. [Applause 
on the Republican side.] 

Mr. KAHN. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the pending 
measure. I do not believe that the removal of the duty on sugar 
is going to cheapen the cost to the ultimate consumer by the 
fraction of a cent. In my opinion the only practical and feasible 
manner in which the price of sugar can be lowered to the con
sumer of this country is to increase domestic production. The 
sooner we make ourselves independent of the sordid speculators 
who manipulate the foreign supply, in order to control foreign 
prices, the better it will be for the consumers of this country, for 
foreign prices affect the home market always. That was amply 
demonstrated last summer, when sugar went up to 7! cents per 
pound in this country. We obtained a taste of the fruit of this 
speculation at that time. During the months of August, Sep
tember, and October, 191.L sugar steadily advanced in this coun
try, owing to an alleged shortage in the foreign crop, until it 
reached a price of 7i cents per pound to the consumer. And then 
domestic beet sugar came upon the market. Prices dropped 
immediately. Sugar was soon selling at 5i cents per pound. 
The competition caused by the ma.rketihg of American beet sugar 
was alone responsible for this reduction. It has been the un
varying experience of many years that the refiners of this coun
try immediately raise the price of sugar to the consumer the 
moment the domestic supply .of beet sugar-and likewise of do
mestic cane sugar-has been disposed of. And I firmly believe 
that the adoption of the pending legislation will ultimately 
destroy all domestic competition, for it is bound to destroy the 
domestic industry. . 

Mr. Chairman, during the discussion of the pending measure 
·yesterday afternoon this colloquy occurred between the gentle
man from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD] and the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. FoRDNEY]. It is found on pages 3440 and 3441 of 
the CONGR~IONA£" RECORD: 

Mr. FORDNEY. The gentleman has just stated that he is not in favor 
of dragging out of the people the present price of sui;ar. Will the gen
tleman explain to the House what caused the high price of sugar during 
the months of August and September and October in the year 1911, 
when there was no domestic crop on the market? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It was due, to a large extent, to the Payne-Aldrich 
Tarilf Act, which the gentleman helped to put into law. [Applause on 
the Democratic side.] 

Sir, I think the fuiswer of the gent.le-man from Alabama [Mr. 
UNDERWOOD J is entirely unworthy of him. He is the leader ot 
the Democratic majority on this floor. He is an open and 
avowed candidate for the nomination for President of the 
United States at the hands of his party. I have long admired 
his ability, even though frequently I have not been able to 
follow his reasoning. But to attribute the rise of the price of 
sugar last summer to the Payne-Aldrich Tariff Act is as fallacious 
as it is indefensible. The Payne law had been in effect mn..ny 
months prior to August or September or October, 1911, and 
yet there was no abnormal change in the cost of sugar to the 
consumer during the two years that intervened from the date 
of its passage, August 5, 1909, till the speculative increase of 
lust summer began. · The Payne law has also been in existence 
from November, 1911, until the present time, and the price of 
sugar is aguin normal. Judging from the ill-considered answer 
of my friend from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD] to the gentleman 
from Michigan [~fr. FoRDNEY], I am led to the belief that all 
of his reasoning upon .this question is equally ill-considered and 
equally fallacious. 

Nor is the gentleman at all consistent in his attitude toward 
tariff rates on foodstuffs. In a burst of perfervid oratory, 
while explaining the pending bill, the gentleman uttered a senti
ment to the effect that the most unjust tax that can be levied 
on a people through their customhouses is a tax: that is levied 
on the food they consume. It sounds mighty well, a.nd when 
uttered in the orotund. tones, with befitting gesture, so char
acteristic of the gentlemnn from .ltla.bama, small wonder that 
all of his colleagues on the Democratic side of the House broke 
forth with rapturous applause. Endently they have short 
memories. Pepper is an article that is found on every table 
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in this country. It is used by the poor as. well as the rich. 
Under the Payne Jaw it is on the free list. But the Democratic 
majority of this House only a few days ago voted, practically 
unanimously, that this article of universal consumption must go 
upon tlte dutiable list; that the customhouses of the country 
must be utilized to collect a tax from the people of the United 
States upon a product that is found on every dinner table in 
the land. "Consistency, thou art a jewel," but thou clost not 
adorn the Democratic leadership or the Democratic membership 
of this House. 

The gentlemen on the Democratic side of this Chamber con
tend that the removal of the duty on sugar is going to benefit 
th~ consumers of the country to the extent of the duty. The 
report of the majority of the Ways and Means Committee, 
quotirig l\Ir. Spreckels as authority for the statement, adopt it 
as their own. The distinguished leader of the Democratic ma
jority, quoting the same authority, also adopts it. But we have 
hear.d that siren song before. Those of us who were here in the 
Sixty-first Congress remember the fight for free hides. Putting 
hides upon the free list was going to make leather cheaper, and 
making leather cheaper was going to reduce the cost of shoes 
to the consumers. And hides went on the free list under the 
Payne law. What has been the result? Neither hides nor 
leather nor shoes have become cheaper; on the contrary, they 
have advanced in price. Why has not the consumer received the 
benefit of this reduction in the tariff, at least to the extent of 
the former duty? If the theories now promu1gated by the Demo
cratic side of this House are correct, that is precisely what 
should have happened; and I feel confident that if tlieir the
ories in regard to the reduction of the duty on sugar were, un
fortunately, put into etl'eet, they would prove to be as equally 
unsound. · 

Mr. Chairman, we have had one experience in recent years in 
reducing the duty on sugar. In the month of December, 1903, 
the Cuban reciprocity lfiw was passed, and the duty on sugar 
was reduced 20 per cent. 

If the contention of the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UN
DERWOOD] be true, and he quoted l\Ir. Claus Spreckels as his au
thority that the reduction of the duty on sugar will inure to the 
benefit of' the consumers, then the consumers of this country 
should have received the benefit of the 20 per cent reduction that 
was gi\en under the Cuban reciprocity law. But what are the 
facts? I have here a letter from 1\Ir. 'I:_ruman G. Palmer, in 
which he gives me the exact figures in regard to the retail and 
wholesale price of sugar for several years before and several 
years after the Cuban reciprocity law was enacted. 

Mr. Palmer's letter reads as follows: 
WASHINGTON, D. C., Al ch 7, 1.912. 

Hon. JULIUS KAHN, 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 
l\IY DEAR Srn: I beg to acknowledge receipt of your favor of yester

day and in reply I band you her·ewith the New York wholesale price of 
retix'ied sugar for four years prior to Cuban reciprocity (December, 1903) 
and four years subsequent, as given by Messrs. Willett & Gray. Also, 
the United States retail price of granulated sugar for the same years, 
as given by the Bureau of Labor. The figures are as follows, the first 
column being the New Yor·k wholesale. price and the second column the 
average United States retail price : 

1900. ••••••··••·•···•············••········•··••···•·•····· 
1901. ·········-············································ 
1902 ••• ······-····················;··········-············· 
1903 ••• ········································-··········-

Average, 4 years .......... _ ................... -... . 

1904 •••••••.•••••••......•.••.•••.•.•••••• · •••...•••.••••• : . 
1905 •• ··-·················································· 
1906 ••• •·····•············································· 
1907 ••••••..••.•••..•.......•..............•........•...... 

Average, 4 years .................................. . 

• • • • • 

New York Average 
wholesale retail price, 

price. ¥t:f ~~ 

5.32 5.97 
5.05 5.86 
4.46 5.47 
4.G4 5.47 

4.87 5.69 
!=======!======== 

4. 77 5.80 
5.26 5.92 
4.52 5.59 
4.65 5.67 

4.80 5. 74 

• • 
Trusting that this will serve your purpose, I am, 

Yours, very truly, 
TRUM.AN G. PALMER. 

So we see that in lDOO the wholesale price was 5.32 cents 
per pound; the retail price was 5.97 cents; in 1901 the whole- 
sale price was 5.05 cents, the retail price 5.86 ·cents; in 1902 
the wholesale price was 4.46 cents, the retail i1rice 5.47 cents; 
in 1903 the wholesale price was 4.64 cents, the retail price 5.47 
cents. The average price for the four years was, wholesale, 
4.87 cents per pound; retail, 5.69 cents. And then the Cuban 
reciprocity law went into effect, and in 1904, the very year in 

which it became operative and the duty was reduced 20 per 
cept on Cuban sugar, the price to the consumer went up from 
5.47 cents t<;> 5.80 cents per pound; in 1905 it went up to 5.92 
cents; in 1906 it was 5.59 cents; and in 1907 it was 5.67 cents. 

-Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Chairman--· 
Mr. KAHN. I can not yield. I have not the time. 
Mr. HARDWICK. All right. 
.M:r KAHN. So that it shows conclusively that the retail 

price of su~ar to the consumer went up after the passage of tlle 
Cuban reciprocity law instead of coming down. 

Of course, l\Ir. Chairman, it will be contended that this reduc
tion of 20 per cent was made in order to help Cuba; that there 
was no suggestion of a reduction of the price to the consumer 
at the time that law went into effect. But I doubt whether any
one will contend that the American consumer has ever received 
any material benefit from the 20 per cent reduction in Cuhan 
sugar, although the quantity of sugar imported from the island 
of Cuba under the reciprocity law has increased from 998,878 long 
tons in 1902-3 to approximately 1,900,000 long tons in 1910-11. 

In addition to the reduction of duty on Cuban sugar, Porto 
Rican sugar has been admitted free, and the production has in
creased from 85,000 metric tons in 1902 to 320,000 metric tons 
in 1910-11. Philippine sugar to the extent of 300,000 tons per 
annum is now admitted free, and the production in the Philip
pines has increased from 90,000 long tons in 1902-3 to 150,000 
long tons in 1910-11. And yet, notwithstanding all these reduc
tions of duty, the average American prices of raw and refined 
sugar have been uniformly higher during the past five years 
than during the preceµing five years. That fact is further 
proof that the reduction of the duty does not inure to the bene
fit of the consumer to the extent of the duty. And why does 
not the consumer get this benefit? Because extraneous matters 
affect the price of sugar, just as they affect the price of all 
other commodities. The laws of supply and demand, the condi
_tions of the crops; as' they are affected by rain, drought, and 
flood; the efforts of speculators to control output; the strength of 
the refiners and the poverty of the planters, all have a bearing on 
the question of price of sugar, and .we ought to be honest enough 
to say so. We ought not to try to delude the American con
sumer into the belief that he will get his sugar cheaper to the 
extent of the duty when the duty is removed. Past experience 
shows that that is not so, and on account of the reasons I have 
just stated I am satisfied it never will be so. 

But, sir, what happened to Sugar Trust stock after the 
Cuban recip1vcity law went into effect? In 1902 the common 
stock of the American Sugar Refining Co. reached a maximum 
of $135i per share; in 1903 it fell to $134i as the maximum 
price. In December of that year the Cuban reciprocity law 
was enacted. In 1904 Sugar Trust stock jumped to $153 per 
share, in 1905 to $1541, and in 1906 it attained a maximum of 
$157 per share. So we see that Sugar Trust stock jumped up
ward of $20 per share as a result of that legislation, while the 
American consumer is still waiting for a reduction on the cost 
of Cuban sugar to the extent of the differential of 20 per cent. 
And, according to the logic of the Democratic majority of this 
House, he ought to have had that reduction from the time of the 
enactment of the Cuban reciprocity law. 

Mr. Chairman, do the gentlemen on the Democratic side ex
pect the Sugar Trust barons, who for years have been robbing 
tlle Government of the United States by bribing officials in New 
York City to underweigh the amount of sugar actually arriving 
at that port, and who last summer manipulated the American 
market on account of an alleged shortage of the European crop 
so as to increase the price to the consumer 2 cents per pound, 
to immediately become public phi1anthropists? Do they expect 
these refiners to reduce the cost of sugar to the consumer to the 
extent of the duty, if the present tariff be ta'ken oft'? It is 
idle to dream of such a thing. 

The effect of this legislation will be to kill oft' domestic pro
duction, and having killed it oft' we will be absolutely and 
entirely at the mercy of the sugar-refining barons. They will 
then be able to raise the cost to the consumer not alone 2 
cents but 3 or 4 or 5 cents per pound at their own sw·eet will . 
The effect of this legislation will be to decrease our revenues 
by $53,000,000 per annum. Instead of raising this great sum 
by an indirect tax, as is done under existing law, gentlemen 
on the other side propose to lery a direct tax on the people of • 
this country. Direct taxation has never been popular in this 
country from the very beginning of our Government. It has 
generally been resorted to only as a war measure, and as soon 
as our wars have been over the people have clamored for the 
repeal of direct taxes. The temper of the American people has 
not changed in that regard. You of the majority may try to 
delude yoursel>es into the belief that you are fooling the peo-
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ple, but you are not. They understand, and they will show 
their resentment at the ballot box next November. 

1\Ir. HARDWICK. I just want to make thi s remark. I have 
debated this question a t length, but I wish to say that such a 
speech as the gentleman from California [Mr. KAHN] has made 
does not do any credit to his opinion of the intelligence of thjs 
House. He does not show us in that statement whether the 
Cuban crop was already high or whether there wa.s a drought 
that year or not. 

Mr. KAHN. Will the gentleman yield? 
l\lr. HARDWICK. I decline to yield. The gentleman declined 

to yield to me. 
l\Ir. KAHN. l\fr. Chairman--
Mr. HARDWICK. I decline to yield. The gentleman would 

not yield to me. I want to say this to the gentleman, that he 
must have a poor opinion of the intelligence of this House if 
he does not produce the figures as to the crop shortage or ex
cesses, the figures as to the rain and the drought and the floods. 
Does not the gentleman know that, for instance, as to the cotton 
crop, entirely un.affected as it is by any tariff, if there is a 
shortage in that crop the price goes up, and if there is an excess 
in the cotton crop the price goes down? And those things 
affected the Cuban prices, and as to the effect of Cuban reci
procity, the testimony is undisputed and indisputable that the 
Cuban prices were affected as to the American consumer to 
just one-half of the reduction in duty. The American consumer 
got one-half of the Cuban reciprocity differential; the American 
refiner got one-fourth of it; and the Cuban planter got one
fourth. 

It never was thought, Mr. Chairman, by anybody who under
stood the situation, that to give Cuba a 20 per cent differential 
would reduce the price of sugar to the American consumer, 
because it simply put the Cuban planter within the tariff wall 
and let him levy that much tax on American consumption. 
The purpose of the bill was entirely different from that. It was 
to help Cuba, . and the only reason he did not get it all was 
because the re:finers ·were so strong; it was because American 
capital was so largely invested there; and because the people 
there were so poor and needy that the planters and the pro
ducer s had to sell it quickly and throw it on the market all at 
once. The gentleman's :figures are entirely misleading. He 
does not put in substantial facts that must be put in in order 
to understand the figures he quotes from Mr. Palmer. 

I now yield to the gentleman from California. 
Mr. KAHN. The gentleman's side had refused debate on 

the matter. I had only five minutes' of time. I might have 
gone into the thing fully if your side had given us ample time 
to discuss the matter. 

Mr. HARDWIOK. I want you to print your speech, and if 
you want it to appeal to the intelligence of this country, put in 
it the figures in reference to Cuban crop conditions and as to 
the size of the Cuban crop and the world's crop for each year. 

Mr. KAHN. I intend to put them in, and I intend to put in 
whnt happened . when Hawaiian reciprocity was enacted. I 
shall print my speech in full, and it wJI convict the gentleman 
and bis party of the absolute injustice to the American people 
and the American producer. 

l\fr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that all debate on the pending amendment to this para

. g1·aph close in 10 minutes. 
Th e CHAIRMAN. Is t1iere· objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Alabama? 
There was no objection. 

PROTES'I' AGAINST THE REl:IOVA.L OF . THE PRESENT DUTY ON SUGAR. 

·Mr. LOUD. Mr. Chairman, 45 years ago I left what I then 
believed to be the finest city in the United States, the only city 
which I then supposed any self-respecting American wo"uld really 
select as his permanent home---the city of Boston. Uy father 
had made investment in the pine lands of Michigan, and our 
only hope was thnt we might be able to make enough money in 
the n2xt 10 or 15 years to enable us to get back to that city of 
Boston to spend the remainder of om· days. 

As we became interested in the cutting and manufacturing of 
pine timber ·the dream faded a way and we were glad to be 
identified with that splendid State of Michigan., a portion of 
which it is my good fortune to represent on this floor. 

When we landed in what is now the tenth district of Michi
gan, the railroad had reached only to its boundary. There were 
no railroads within the district, and its 200 miles of length and 
nearly 100 miles of width was a frontier country and an unde
veloped wilderness. In those early years I have spent winters 
in lumber camps 60 miles distant from any town or hamlet. 

Than pine was king, and that great wilderness was thinly 
populated with the sturdy pioneer lumbermen, some f rom Maine, 

some from Pennsyh·ania, other from the French and Scotch set
tlements of Canada, but all of hardy, virile manhood, physically 
and mentally-splendid specimens of American manhood. 

As the years rolled by there came an end to the harvesting of 
the pine. The splendid lands upon which the forests of white 
pine had grown were cleared by the hardy settlers who came in 
in those years, and what had been a wilderness rapidly de
veloped into a magnificent farming country. It was thought by· 
many that when the cutting of the pine was finished t~e cities and 
towns that had grown up as a result of the lumbering industry 
would, like the busted boom towns of the West, be depopulated 
and forgotten. That has proved far from the truth. Those 
stalwart, pioneer lumbermen who had made a reasonable com
petence keenly watched for and sought other industries wherein 
their capital and their energies might be with profit employed. 
Among other industries, it was found that the lands in that part 
of Michigan were favorably adapted to th2 growing of the sugar 
beet, and in 1898-only 14 yen.rs ago-the first beet-sugar fac
tory was eracted, and we now have three large sugar factories 
in active operation in my district. 

These factories in my district have been a great boon to the 
farming element in that locality, consuming, as they do, 3,000 
tons of beets daily during the working season. 

These three factories sliced this year 307,106 tons of beets. 
Can you realize what this means? These beets loaded on stand
ard freight cars would make 12,284 carloads, and if put into 
one continuous train would make a train 100 miles long, all 
loaded witli sugar beets. It means that 7,848 farmers within 
my district each had a part in producing this great bulk of raw 
material, for which they received $1.,750,000, or an average of 
$5.70 per ton. 

The raising of sugar beets is not an easy matter. It requires 
industry and intelligence. The progrc~sive farmer is willing to 
enter new fields and to develop new lines, and the farmers of 
my district, by their industry and intelligence, have made a 
splendid success of sugar-beet raising, as these figures indicate. 

The output of these thTee factories was 58,364,000 pounds, or 
182,400 barrels, of granulated sugar. The average price ob
tained was $5.45 per hundred pounds, which is about 1 cent per 
pound more than the average price that the factories have re
ceived in all the preceding years of their existence. While the 
price was higher this year, it was by no means a profitable 
season, owing to climatic conditions more adverse this year 
than has ever been known in the history of the business. Con
tinuous and heavy rainfall in September, October, and Novem
ber made the harvesting of the beets exceedingly expensive for 
the farmers in the rain and mud. But, worse than this, in 
November there came three weeks of excessively frosty winter 
weather, freezing solid the beets as they were delivered in the 
bins of the factories. This would have worked no harm had they 
remained frozen; but the three weeks of winter weather were fol
lowed by a week or 10 days of warm, thawing weather, drawing 
the frost out of the beets entirely, so that at least one-half of the 
beets handled this year were handled at a loss to the factory. 

This, however, was an exceptional year. On the average the 
industry has been satisfactory and profitable, That' it has been 
satisfactory to the farmers is evidenced by the fact that the 
factories a1·e able to contract for acreage beyond their slicing 
capacity, and it will soon be a question of the enlargement of 
factories or building new ones. One of the factories was in
creased last year from 900 to 1,400 tons daily slicing capacity, 
and the other two factories have increased their capacity from 
600 to SOO tons per day. • 

In connection with these three beet-sugar factories in my 
district there is, at Bay City, the Michigan Chemical Co., who 
manufacture from the refuse molasses from these three factories 
high-grade alcohol, from which the Government has derived a 
direct revenue of upward of $5,000,000 in the last two years. 
The destruction of the beet-sugar industry, which will result 
should this bill under consideration become a law, would entail 
a loss to the Government annually of $2,500,000 now derived 
from the 'output of this chemical company. 

I have in this statement tried to show to you that conditions 
in my district pertaining to .this industry are at present pros
perous and satisfactory to both farmers and manufacturers. 
Precisely similar conditions pertain to the industry in the fac
tories of Congressman FoRDNEY's dist1ict, where 5 factories are 
located, and, in fact, over the entire State of Michigan., with its 
17 factories at work this year. 

These Michigan factories this year sliced 1,400,000 tons of 
beets. By the same measure just employed to show what this 
great bulk means, these sugar beets sliced in our Michigan fac
tories this year would load 70,000 cars, and would make a con
tinuous train 560 miles long. For these beets the !armers of 
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.Michigan receir'ed $8,000,000 in cash. The output of sugar this 
year from these Michigan factories will amount to about 350,-
000,000 pounds, or 1,000,000 barrels of sugar. 

This splendid industry in .Michigan, as shown by this state
ment, is only a sample of this growing industry shared by 17 
States of the Union, where the growing of sugar beets and the 
production of sugar is obtaining a vigorous foothold, producing 
this last year 530,000 tons, or 3,312,500 barrels, of sugar-one
sixth of our entire consumption. 

How was it possible to establish th!s splendid agricultmal 
in<lusfry? · There is but one answer-it is the result of Repub
lican protective tariff. It is the result of the policy advocated 
by James G. Blaine and William McKinley, who believed that 
the $100,000,000 or more which we were then paying yearly to 
foreign counh·ies for sugar-it would be over $200,000,000 to
day--could j ust as well be retained at home and employment 
to that amount given to our own people. This policy was not 
shared by our Democratic friend~, for we find in the .St. Louis 
platform of the Republican Party, J une 18, 1896, this declara
tion : 

We condemn the present Democratic administration for not keeping 
faith with the sugar producers of this country. The Republican Party 
favors such protection as will hold the production on American soil of 
all the sugar which the American people use and for which they pay 
other countries more than $100,000,000 annually. 

This protection, so promised, was give~ by the provision in 
the Dingley bill on the instant when the Republicans returned 
to power in 1897, and hns harmed no one, for sugar is as cheap 
to the consumer, and in fact cheaper , than it was prior to the 
t ime when this protection was granted. Its result has been the 
building up of 71 factories now in operation in this country, 
producing this year 530,000 long tons of beet sugar, paying out 
in its production to American labor upward of $44,000,00-0. 

These factories require to operate them 25,000 factory laborers, 
while from 110,000 to 125,000 farmers are engaged in growing 
the beets on the farms, which does not include the laborers em
ployed by the farmers. 

Now, what is proposed? By the bill before the House it is 
proposed to remove the protective duty on sugar and admit 
free of duty the sugar produced by the cheap labor of other 
lands. It is claimed by those who are favoring this bill that it 
will reduce the price to the consumer H cents per potmd, which 
is more than the amount of duty levied on sugar as it is im
ported into the country from Cuba to-day. In this . I believe 
they are entirely mistaken. With the duty removed, the cane 
and beet sugar industries, supplying nearly a million tons of 
sugar in this country to-day, annihilated; not only that, but 
our own island possession, Hawaii, now furnishing 500,000 tons 
of sugar for our use this year, practically ruined; Porto Rico 
and the Philippines, if not ruined, the industry greatly rernrded, 
what can we expect as inevitable? Surely that those who now 
supply to us our sugar from Cuba and Europe will u-sk and ob
tain a higher price from us than they are now receiving. The 
refiners of raw sugar in the United States are clamoring for 
this measure, with ·but one motive, as a matter of course-that 
they can make more money by using the sugars imported from 
other countries when our own production is effectually stopped. 
They may reduce tlie price temporarily, until our home industry 
is effaced; but then watch for higher prices, which will surely 
follow. With the beet-sugar industry out. of the way, they can 
dictate the price absolutely to the consumers, and, what is more 
certain, that instead of the consumer getting the benefit of that 
H cents reduction of duty, a goodly share of it will be absorbed 
by the higher price demanded by tl:ie foreign producers of raw 
sugar and by the absorbing of a portion of this reduction by the 
sugar refiners. I can not bring myself to believe that the con
sumer in this country will obtain his sugar at more than one
half or, at the utmost, 1 cent per pound below the normal 
average price in the last 10 years. 

Those favoring this proposition try to make us believe that 
this reduction of H cent'3 per pound would apply to the 80 
pounds per capita consumed by each individual in this country
actual amount 81.60 for lDlO and 79.2 for 1011. Many suppose 
that this 80 pounds per capita means the average amount con
sumed in the family by each pe1·son. That is far from the 
truth. IQ. the evidence brought out in the hearings of the Hard
wick committee it was shown that only 30 pounds of the 80 
were really used in the household. That 50 pounds of the 
80, or fiYe-eighths of our total sugar consumption, was absorbed 
in manufactures, from which the consumer would get no benefit 
whate1er. These lines of m:rnufacture in which sugar are used 
are of great number, among the larger of which we find ·candies 
of all kina , crumccl fruits and preserves, condensed milk, 
bakers, as well as in the manufacture of whisky and tobacco. 
A.n enormous amount of sugar is used in the manufacture of 
sirups used for soda water and in chewing gums. 

It needs no argument to indicate that no benefit to the con
sumer would be obtained in this five-eighths of the sugar con
sumption. The soda fountains would not enlarge the size of 
their glass or diminish the quantity of froth because sugar is 
half a cent or 1 cent less per pound. Twenty-five million pound.s 
of sugar are annually used in chewing gum in this country, and 
while sugar costs the manufacturer about 5 cents per pound, 
the consumer pays $1 per pound for the sugar contained in 
chewing gum. Is it supposable that a stick of gum will be en
larged or any benefit come to the consumer because of the 
abolition of the duty on the sugar used in it? The utmost 
benefit to be derived by bringing in for our entire consumption 
sugar produced by the cheap labor of other countries-for the 
wages are about one-third of those pa~ll to labor in this coun
h·y-is that the average consumer on his 30 pounds' annual con
sumption will save somewhere between 15 to 30 cents a year. 

Here let me say that this removal of duty on sugar does not 
come from any clamor of the consuming public. Sugar is and 
has been one of the cheapest commodities of household con
sumption. In all the cry from the public, and especially those 
who toil, because of the increased cost of livirig, no part of any 
increased cost of living pertains to sugar. Notwithstanding the 
price has been in large measure controlled by the sugar re
finers or the trust, the price of sugar has remained the same, or 
practically a dead level, for the last 20 years. There was a 
time, from the date of the Civil War down to about 30 years 
ago-when sugar ranged from 22.56 cents wholesale in 1 G4 to 
9.35 cents per pound in 188.2-that sugar was an expensive com
modity; but that is past and gone, and the .American consumer 
has no reason to complain and is not complaining at the price 
paid for sugaT during the last 20 years. He gets his sugar, by 
money value, cheaper than the consumers of any other country 
in the world, sa-ve England, and there it is about half a cent to 
1 cent per pound cheaper than it is here. In not a single nation 
ou the globe is sugar free. In every nation it is subject either 
to an import duty or an excise or internal-re.enue tax. In every 
country sugar is one of the articles on which duty is levied to 
produce revenue for the running expenses of the Government
just the same as it is here. But the real measure of cheapness 
of sugar to the .American consumer is not in its money va1 ue, 
but in its labor value, and by that I mean to say that a day's 
labor in the United States will buy twice as much sugar as in 
any other country in the world, even including England. .A day's 
wage in .America will buy four times as much sugar as a day's 
wage in Germany or France, while .in Spain, Portugal, Italy, 
and other cheap-labor countries, like China and Japan, a day's 
wages here will buy ten to twenty times as much sugar as it will 
in those countries. When we notice by the statistics that the per 
capita consumption of sugar in Spain and PortuO'al is only 14.2 
pounds, it is easy to know the reason why. It is because the 
people are so poorly paid_. and the price of sugar so high
M:adrid, Spain, 12 cents; Rome, Italy, ·14 cents-that they can 
not afford sugar at all as a common article of use in their daily 
lives. In five European countries the annual consumption of 
sugar is under 10 pounds· per capita. 

Remove this duty and two grave dangers confront you: 
First. The exporting countries may levy an export tax on sugar 

coming to the United States equal to the duty you now remove, 
just the same as Brazil did on coffee when we placed it on the 
free list years ago. That means that the exporting countries 
will profit by your foolishness by fifty or sixty million dollars 
annually, which our Treasury uow receiYes from the duty on 
sugar. 

Second. By your annihilation of the beet-sugar and cane-sugar 
industries in the United States you desh·oy the only competition 
of the sugar refiners, six or eight in number. These refiners will 
then control the price to the consumer absolutely. Do not forget 
that only four months ago, when the refiners had forced the 
price up to H cents per pound, the coming in of the home crop 
of beet sugar forced that price down to 5! cents, and this when 
the European price has not declined, owing to their 2,000,000 
tons shortage in this year's crop. 

Do you claim that the beet-sugar industry is under trust 
control? It is untrue. Of the beet-sugar crop of 1910, from the 
71 factories, 457 ,000 tons, the interest of the .American Sugar 
Refining Co. in 33 of these factories was only 96,221 tons, or 
21 per cent. 

I am pleading for the business men of my district, who have 
invested their capital in this industry and whose ruin will be 
certain; for the 7,848 farmers whose welfare is deeply concerned 
in this measure; and for the 225,000 population of my district, 
who indirectly are keenly interested. · 

The illustration recently used by my collengue from Ohio [Mr. 
LONGWORTH] expresses exactly the situation. .As the wounded 
gladiator in the Roman amphitheater looked with appealing 
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eyes to Cresar, he by his thumb pointing upward could give 
life and hope, or by pointing it downward bring sure death. 

In behalf of the people of my district I appeal to you on the 
Democratic side of this House, that by your vote-as quick and 
effective as Cresar's thumb-you do not anni]J.ilate a magnificent 
agricultural industry, but give to it life and hope. [Applause.] 

[From the Bay City Times, Feb. _23, 1912.] 
SUG.U UE:-i SAFE-HIGH PRICE GIVES THEM A PROFIT ON POOR QUALITY 

BEETS. . 

LANSING, MICH., February 23, 1912. 
Wednesday afternoon the Lansing factory of the Owosso Sugar Co. 

concluded the longest and biggest run it has ever known, having in 12G 
days sliced 74,000 tons of sugar beets, or enough to make 16,600,000 
pounds of sugar, and having paid over $500,000 to farmers. Another 
week will be required in which to transform the sliced beets into sugar. 
Despite the fact that this has been a record season for the Lansing 
facto1·y, Manager George L. Wall says: 

" The sugar-beet men of Michigan would certainly lose money on this 
year's run if it were not for the high -price of sugar. The season was 
the most unsatisfactory that factories m general throughout the State 
have eve1· known. 

"In the first place, the weather has been such that the beets have 
been delivered in bad condition. There was much rain in the fall, un
usually warm weather in December and extremely low temperature in 
January and February. The factories have used the farmers very well 
indeed, accepting their beets, although the percentage of sugar has been 
very low, and many were actually rotten; having been frozen." 

[From United States Statistical Abstract.] 
A VERA.GE ll"'EW YORK WHOLESALE PRICE OF GRA..NULATED suaAR PER POUND. 

1860 ___________________________________________________ _ 

1861----------------------------------------------------1862 ___________________________________________________ _ 
1863 ______________________________________________ . _____ _ 
1864----------------------------------------------------
1865----------------------------------------------------1866 ___________________________________________________ _ 

1861----------------------------------------------------
1868----------------------------------------------------1800 ___________________________________________________ _ 
1870 ________________________________________________ ~---
1871 ___________________________________________________ _ 
1872 ___________________________________________________ _ 

1873-------~--------------------------------------------
1874---------------------------~-----------------------1875 ___________________________________________________ _ 

1876----------------------------------------------------1877 ___________________________________________________ _ 

1878--------------------------------------------~-------
187n ____________________ ~-------------------------------
1880------~---------------------------------------------
1881------~---------------------------------------------
1882------~---------------------------------------------1883 ___________________________________________________ _ 
1884 ___________________________________________________ _ 

1885---------------------------~------------------------
1886---------------------------------------------------- : 

}~~~==================================================== 1889 ____________________________________________________ . 
]890 ___________________________________________________ _ 

}~~~==================================================== 1893----------------··----------------------------..:. _____ _ 
1894----------------------------------------------------18!15 ____________ . _______________________________________ _ 

i~B~======~============================================= 1898------~---------------------------------------------1899 ___________________________________________________ _ 

1900----------------------------------------------------

i~&~=======================:============================ 1903 ___________________________________________________ _ 
1904 ___________________________________________________ _ 
1905 ______ : ____________________________________________ _ 
1906 ___________________________________________________ _ 
1907 ___________________________________________________ _ 

190R-------------------------------~--------------------

f ii~3======~============================================= 1911 ___________________________________________________ _ 

Average price for last 21 years, 4. 7 cents per pound. 

Cents. 
9.78 
8.75 

11. 16 
14. 28 
22.56 
21. 56 
16.88 
15.78 
16.47 
16. 19 
13.51 
13.12 
12.37 
11. 36 
10.50 
10.61 
10.51 
10.73 

9.07 
8.81 
9.80 
9.70 
9. 35 
8.65 
6.75 
0.53 
6.23 
G.02 
7. 18 
7.80 
6.27 
4. 65 
4.35 
4.84 
4.12 
4. 12 
4. !'i!l 
4.50 
4.97 
4.92 
5.32 
5.05 
4.46 
4.64 
4.77 
5.26 
4.52 
4.65 
4.96 
4.76 
4.97 
5.345 

[From Document No. 510, Sixty-second Congress, second session.] 
RETAIL PRICES OF GRANULATED SUGAR PER POUND IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES. 

JULY, 1911. Cents. 
Great Britain---------------------------------------------- 4 08 

~1~~;~~~~~~~~~~~~ 11:1: 
NorwaY--------------------~----------------~------·------ 6.3 
Spain---------------------------------------------------- 10.54 

fi~]~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 11:11 

XLVIII--214 

5.5 
7.05 
8.6 

14.24 
9.05 
7.9 

10.9 

Sweden--------------------------------------------------
NorwaY------------~-------------------------------·------

~~~~a:D.1a-:::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::.====== 
Greece-----------~---------------------------------·------Servia ___________________________________________________ _ 

Canada---------------------------------------------------

Cents. 
8.4 
8 

10.06 
11. 8 
13.3 

9.7 
7 

AVERA.Gm NEW YORK WHOLESALE PRICE GRANULATED SUGAR IN BARRELS. 

Willett & Gray table, page 3564, Hardwick ·hearing. For the last 
21 years, 1891 to the present time, 4.7 cents per pound. 

PER CAPITA CONSUMPTION OF SUGAR. 
Pounds. 

GermanY------------------------------------------------- 43.45 
Austria-Hungary ------------------------------------------ 25. 14 
France--------------------------------------------------- 37.80 

~~l~i~nl=====~============================================ ~~:~~ Holland -------------------------------------------------- 43. 53 
Sweden-------------------------------------------------- 53.90 

~~~ii'i~~k-=========================~======================= i~:+~ 
i~~~~i~================================================= l~~g Finland-------------------------------------------------- 32.45 

~~~~~ii~-================================================= +: g~ Servia --------------------------------------------------- 7. 58 

~~~:aian~dA~~c1eira====================================== l~:~~ Switzerland ---------------------------------------------- 64. 10 
England-------------------------------------------------- 86.30 

t~~dEsrift~s============================================= ~i:gg 
[By unanimo:us consent Mr. Loun was granted leave to extend 

his remarks in the RECORD.] 
Mr. PICKET!'. l\fr . . Chairman, fortunately for this House, 

and the country as well, the issue presented by this measure 
is clearly defined. There is no attempt to conceal its effect on 
the domestic industry of this country of either beet or cane 
sugar. · The majority of the Ways and Means Committee have 
reported their findings of certain ultimate facts back of which 
they can not go. These facts show a difference of 1.125 cents 
per pound in the cost of producing beet sugar in this country 
and Germany. 

Yesterday when the distinguished leader of the majority [Mr. 
UNDERWOOD] was addressing the House and attempting to show 
that "there was no difference in the cost of production, I asked 
him to reconcile his position with the findings of the Ways and 
Means Committee as well as of the Hardwick committee. He 
waived the question aside with the remark that those were 
the findings of the Hardwick committee. They were, however, 
accepted by the Ways and Means Committee and incorporated 
in their committee report. When a Representative from Louis
iana asked the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD] 
what would be the probable effect of this measure upon the 
cane-sugar industry in the South, he was frank enough to reply 
that he di<l not know. 

Mr. Ch!l irman, I have examined with care the voluminous 
hearings cf the Hardwick committee, comprising 4,000 pages. 
The com11iittee covered a wide range of investigation. The tes
timony taken by the committee shows conclusively tllat the 
sugar refillers have carried on and financed a well-organized 
campaign to create a demand for this legislation. They are 
bending every energy to destroy their competitor, the beet-sugar 
industry, for the evidence established without contradiction 
that heet sugar has forced the Sugar Trust and refiners to 
lower their prices to the consumer, and during three months of 
the year, when beet sugar is being marketed, has driven them 
out of the Middle West because they could not meet beet-sugar 
prices; that this competition has been growing more severe year 
by year; that the competition between beet sugar and the re
finers has brought lower pri.ces to the consumer; that during 
last summer and fall, when the refiners had control of the 
market, they shot the price of sugar up as high as 7i cents per 
pound, and held the price up until beet sugar came on the 
market. 

Every refiner wlio was examined by the committee admitted 
their desire for either a material reduction in the duty on sugar 
or absolute free trade in the ' expressed . hope and belief that 
such action . would wipe out the beet-sugar industry, and it 
clearly appears that the Sugar Trust and refiners will be the 
greatest beneficiaries of this measure. 

The hearings absolutely disprove the extravagant claims as 
to the benefit which the consumer will receive and shows that 
in a broad economic sense it will not benefit the .consumer. 
The expert employed by the committee, the greatest authority 
on the sugar subject in this country, if not in the world, stated 
emphatically that a decrease in the price of sugar could only be 
hoped for through an increase i~ home production. 
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It is shown that the beet-sugar industry has gone forward 
with lerrps and bounds, notwithstanding there has scarcely been 
a year since the Dingley law was passed when the industry 
has not been embarrassed by the uncertainty of legislation 
and th.at if it is afforded protection measured by the difference 
in the cost of production at home and abroad it will continue 
to grow until every pound of sugar used in this country is 
raised on American soil and sold to the consumer under the 
law of actual competition. 

The encouragement of the beet-sugar industry will aid the 
agricultural development of this country through its indirect 
benefits in the increa.sed yield of other crops, which has been 
demonstrated. in Germany and France as well as in this coun
try-in brief, where-ver tried. 

If this measure passes it will benefit, first, the• Sugar Trust 
and refiners; second, the manufacturers who use -sugar; and, 
third, and in the least degree, the consumer, conceding every
thing that is claimed for it. It can not be sustained from an 
economic or political standpoint. ,. 

Up to this time the country has been flooded with the litera
ture sent out and paid for by the ffiasked agencies of the Sugar 
Trust and refiners, but when the true facts are known it will 
find f~w defenders. The claims that are made for it by its 
Democratic sponsors are repudiated by the findings of their own 
committees. [Applause on the Republican side.]' 

With a view of setting forth more fully the facts and reasons 
in support of my position, I will avail myself of the privilege 
granted of extending my remarks in the RECORD. · 

Before taking up the merits of the measure I will refer to 
the influences that have been most active in urging it-in 
short, disclose the real parties in interest. It is certainly per
tinent to 'know who is back of the agitation on the subject-who 
will be its greatest beneficiaries. Fortunately, the facts are 
susceptible of proof. 

During tlle past year a vast amount of literature has been 
di<>seminated, reciting in harrowing terms the burden resting 
upon the people through the duty on sugar; that the duty has 
beeti retained for the express benefit of tlle sugar refiners-a 
tribute, so to speak, levied on the consumer for the sugar 
barons-and appealing to the people to remove the duty and 
thereby strike a blow at the Sugar Trust. Figures, veritably 
appalling, but without any regard to truth, have been cited as 
the price the American people have been paying for the main
ten:mce of the beet-sugar industry. Coming apparently from 
some philanthropic souroe, this literature has had its effect, as 
is evidenced by the petitions received, mostly on the forms sent 
out by the promoters of the movement. 

It now appears that this movement was started, carried on, 
and financed by the sugar refiners for the express purpose of 
eliminating their only competition-the beet-sugar industry. 
This fact is established by the evidence taken before the Sugar 
Trust investigating committee, lmown by the name of its dis~ 
tinguished chairman, l\Ir. HARDWICK. I have in my files several 
-0f the circulars to which I refer. Here is one purporting to 
come from " a committee of wholesale grocers," Mr. F. C. 
Lowry, secretary and treasurer, headed as follows : 

Formed to assist in obtnining cheaper sugar for consumers through 
reduction of duties on raw and refined sugars. 

And in large type, " our high sugar tariff." 
Listen to this : 
We are, therefore, being taxed solely for the benefit of the Lousiana 

and domestic beet-sugar producers, who supply only 25 per cent of our 
requirements. The former for many years catered to the interests of 
the Sugar Trust, and the domestic boot-sugar industry is controlled by 
the trust. As a matter of fact, the Sugar Trust and their friends have 
been the sole beneficiaries of this excessive tariff. 

Here is another : 
It now remains to be seen whether the Sugar Trust will still have 

more influence with our legislators than the interests of the 93,000,000 
·consumers in the United States. 

It concludes with the following plea: 
So that you may assist in this work, we have prepared the inclosed 

petitions, which we wish you would have signed and sent to your Rep· 
resenUtive in Washington at the earliest date pessible. An excellent 
plan would be to paste one of these petitions on the top of a sheet of 
paper and ha>e as many men as possible sign under it. 

Of com'-se the reader assumed' that the author of the circular 
was some charitable genUema.n working itl ·the interest of the 
consumer, and many of these petitions were signed as requested. 

Who is this F. C. Lowry? He is the sales agent of the Fed
eral Sugar Refining Co. Under whose direction were these cir
culars prepared and sent out? The Federal Sugar Refining Co. 
Who paid the bills? The Federal Sugar Refining Co. These 
are the facts as ihey appear of record in the hearings before 
the Hardwick committee. He admitted that he was sales agent 
for the Federal Sugar Refining Co. ; that the so-called commit
tee was purely a :fictitious creation; that it never held a meet-

ing; th~t he was working solely for the Federal Sugar Refining 
Co., which was the only subscriber, and whose contribution was 
the modest sum of $12,000. 

I will quote briefly from his testimony as it appears on pages 
1608 and 1609 of the hearings, so that the RECORD will show his 
admission in his own words : 

Mr. FORDNEY. So that the Federal Sugar Refining Co. have paid in 
this $12,000 for the distribution of the literature? 

Mr. LowRY. Yes. · 
Mr. FORDNEY. And no other concern has paid in any sums of money? 
Mr. LOWRY. No other concern; no. 
Mr. FonDNEY. The Federal Sugar Refining Co. then are interested in 

the so-called committee and its work, are they not? ' 
Mr. LownY. They are unquestionably interested in its work; yes. 
Mr. FoRDNEY. You have said that they contributed all of the money 
Mr. LOWRY. They contributed the money that enabled us to carry ori 

that campaign . 
. M~. F<?RDYEY. The .Federal Sugar Refining Co. has paid, then, for the 

d1str1bution of all this literature? 
Mr. LownY. Yes; so far they have. 
Mr. John Arbuckle, in an interview last fall, came out in the 

open and said : ' 
I purpose to devote all my time and all my ability and all my 

strength to the abolition of all import duties on raw sugar. 

Every refiner who was before the committee admitted under 
oath, the interest of the refiners in securing a material' reduc
tion in or remo-val of the duty. While the activity of other 
refiners was not disclosed, does anyone doubt that their in
fluence was exerted. Every one knows that these great inter
ests reach out in many and devious ways to accomplish their 
~ims. Having established their interest in certain legislation, 
it is reasonably safe to infer their activity in accomplishing it. 
After a careful examination of the hearings, I fail to find any 
evidence or claim that any influence, other than the refiners, 
was engaged in carrying on the campaign which has resulted 
in this bill. 

Deeming it important that the relationship of the suuar 
refine.rs to this legislation, their keen desire for and interest in 
its passage, be clearly understood I wil1 quote briefly from the 
testimony of their representatil'es before the Hardwick com
n:iittee. It will not do for the sponsors for this measure to 
charge that they are aiming at the sugar refiners, for the facts 
do not sustain them, but, on the conh·ary, show that th~ sugar 
refiners will be its beneficiaries and are intensely interested in 
its passage. 

Mr. Edward F. Atkins, acting president- of the American 
Sugar Refining Co., testified as follows (Hearings, vol. 1, 
p. 174): 

Mr. HINDS. So that a serious check to that industry (beet sugar) by 
lowering the tariff would tend to increase greatly the business of the 
refining companies? 

Mr. ATKINS. It would increase ·the business of the refining companies. 
Mr. HINDS. So that a reduction of the tariff' passing beyond a mod

erate amount would tend to the prosperity of the refiners and to the 
detriment of the beet-sugar people? 

Mr. ATKINS. They say, and I think they say truly, that it is for the 
refiners' interest to have a low rate of duty rather than a high rat~ of 
duty. 

Charles R. Heike, formerly secretary of the American Sugar 
Refining Co-, testified as follows (Hearings, l'OL 1, p. 202) : 

Mr. FORDNEY. Now, if the duty were removed absolutely on sugar 
could we produce either cane or beets in this country? 

Ur. HElKE I doubt it very much. 
Mr. FoRDNEY. '.rhen that would destroy the industry absolutely in 

this country? . 
Mr. HEIKE. Yes. 
Here is admitted their desire to absolutely destroy the beet

sugar industry and that free sugar will do it-that they know 
what they a.re about is quite manifest. 

Mr. James H. Post, president of the National Sugar Co., 
testifies as follows (Hearings, -vol. 1; p. 527) : 

As far as I personally am concerned, I would like to see free sugar. 
Of course he would like to see free sugar. Why not, if it will 

kill beet-sugar competition and enlarge their market! 
l\Ir. William A. Jamison, one of the partners of Arbuckle 

Bros., says (Hearings, vol. 2, p. 1195) : 
Mr. RAKEB. How would it affect you if there was no tax on the im-

portation of raw sugar 7 
Mr. JAMISON. I think it would enable us to run mo1·e constantly. 
Mr. RAKER. What do you mean by that now? 
Mr. JAMISON. To keep up the capacity. 
Mr. RAKER. Will you explain it? 
Mr. JAMISON. I mean we would be able to sell more sugar. 
Mr. RAKER. Do you not have a supply all the time? 
Mr. JAMISON. Well, we are not able to run full at all times. 
Mr. RAKER. Because of the way raw ffilgar is shipped into the United 

States? 
Mr. JAMISON. Oh, no; on account of the beet product. If there wits 

no duty, I do not think the beet would be so prosperous, and we would 
probablf sell more sugar; i1 the duty were removed, I mean to say. 

A very frank as well as truthful admission. 
Mr. Claus A. Spreckels, president of ilie Federal Sugar Refin

ing Co., which contributed $12,000 for carrying on the campaign 
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which has resulted in the introduction of this bill, says ~(Hear .. 
ings, vol. 3, p. 2277) : 

Mr. H1"'ns. In other words, perhaps, you would take it (the duty) 
all off, would you not, and have free trade? 

Mr. SPRECKELS. I would have free trade. 
Mr. Hrnns. You would have free trade in sugar? 
Mr. SPRECKELS. Absolutely. 
Does anyone suppose that these gentlemen who have built up 

colossal fortunes in refining sugar do not know their business? 
Is anyone guileless enough to think that they have organized a 
sort of eleemosynary club for the benefit of the consumer? 
They know their business. They understand market conditions. 
They realize when they ha-rn a competitor. . 

If there is any fact established by the record beyond the pos
sibility of contradiction, it is the vital interest which the sugar 
refiners have in the passage of this bill. They know· what the 
future of tbe beet-sugar. industry will be. They see it now just 
at the point of emerging from infancy into the virility of man
hood, an active and effective competitor, and that unless this 
measure passes and the industry is destroyed, the time is not 
far distant when the beet-sugar industry will furnish substan
tially all the sugar that is consumed by our people .. 

Let us consider briefly the history of the beet-sugar industry 
and its future as bearing on the reason why the refiners both 
feel and fear its competition, and from the further standpoint 
of the Republican policy of protection to ascertain if it justifies 
protection. If it does, I can not see how any Republican can 
vote for this measure. 

The Republican national platform in 1896 declared as follows: 
We condemn the present administration for not keeping faith with 

the sugar producers of this country, and the Republican Party favors 
such protection as will lead to the production on American soil of all 
the sugar which the American people use and for which they pay other 
countries more than $100,000,000 annually. 

The people were in a receptive mood for the doctrine of pro
tection at that time. They had just experienced an object les
son under the Wilson bill-a lesson so disastrous that the Demo
cratic Party was drilen from power in an overwhelming de
feat whicli ushered in the splendid administration of William 
McKinley. 

The last Republican national convention reasserted its inter
est in the sugar industry. 

In all tariff legislation the tr.ue principle of protection is best main
tained by the imposition of such duties as wm equal the difference be
tween the cost of production at home and abroad, -together with a rea· 
sonable profit to .American industries, * * q the aim and purpose 
of the Republican policy being not only to preserve, without excessive 
duties, that security against foreign competition to which American 
manufacturers, farmers, and producers are entitled, but also to maintain 
the high standard of living of the wage earners of this country, who 
are the most direct beneficiaries of the protective system. Between the 
United States and the Philippines we believe in a free interchange of 
products with 3Uch limitations as to sugar and tobacco as will afford 
adequate protection to domestic interests. 

Upon what" theory can any Republican claim that the sugar in
dustry should be exempt from the protection for which our party 
stands, and particularly in view of its specific indorsement of 
that industry? 

"The Dingley law went into effect in 1897. In 1896 there were 
6 beet-sugar factories in the United States. Now there are 71. 
In 1 96 there were 22,948 acres planted in beets; in 1910, 429,014. 
In 1896 the number of pounds produced was 65,453,000; in 1910, · 
1,019,692,800. 

I submit that this is a remarkable record and that it has few 
parallels in our industrial history. Bui-, remarkable as these 
:figures are, they become even more remarkable when we look at 
the legislative history on the sugar question during the interven
ing period. Everyone knows that stability in legislation is 
necessary to encourage investment. There has hardly been a. 
year since the Dingley law was placed on the statute books 
when legislation relating to sugar has not been either agitated 
or under consideration. Is there any wonder that it has not 
developed more rapidly? The wonder is that it has grown as 
rapidly as it has. The year after the Dingley law went into 
effect the Hawaiian Islands were annexed, which gave perma
nency to our relations with those islands, which, in turn, is 
reflected in the increased importation of Hawaiian sugar from 
204,833 long tons in 1897 to 506,096 long tons in 1910. 

As a result of the Spanish War we acquired Porto Rico, and 
in a short time thereafter .free trade was granted to that island. 
Its sugar crop has increased from 85,000 long tons in 1902 to 
295,000 long tons in 1910. 

From 1 97 to 1!J01 the beet-sugar industry increased rapidly, 
32 new factories being added during that brief period. But in 
the year H>Ol the agitation for Cuban reciprocity commenced. 
The possibility for increased sugar production in Cuba was 
realized. The fears of the domestic producers were well 
grounded as to the effect r eciprocity would have on Cuban pro
duction. 

The r eciprocity agreement became effective in December, 
1903. The year preceding there were 998,8;"8 long tons pro
duced in Cuba, which increased in nine years to 1,900,000 long 
tons, with admission into the United States at 20 per cent re
duction in duty. The natural and logical effect of Cuban reci
procity was to halt the development of the beet-sugar industry 
for a time. It was a severe shock. The Secretary of Agricul
ture submitted a report in 1902 on "The progress of the beet
sugar industry of the United States · in 1901." On page 27, 
under the heading, " Proposed new factories," the report says: 

Below is given a list showin~ location, daily capacity, and estimated 
cost of construction and eqmpment of the beet-sugar projects now 
under consideration. These projects are in different stages of discus
sion, organization, and capitalization. Some concerns are fully or· 
ganized and capitalized; in other cases conditions have been canvassed 
and organization seems probable. Nearly all these J?rojects are likely 
to materialize in the future, provided questions affectmg the beet-sugar 
industry are settled. 

This list includes only such projects as came to my attention during 
my investigations of the past year, and is authentic as far as it goes. 
There are doubtless others of which I have no definite information. 
To install these factories would require an investment of $49,000.000. 
In addition they would require annually a working capital of $9,080,000. 
They would purchase from the farmers annually beets to the amount of 
$14,700,000, besides a great many other crude materials, and would em
ploy a large number of laborers. 

Then follows a list of 86 projects or factories that would have 
been built. Of these 86 projects, 1 was completed in 1902 ; 6 
others in 1903, before the ti·eaty went into effe~t; and the re
maining 79 were permanently abandoned. Such was the effect 
on the industry of putting into effect Cuban reciprocity. 

Next came the concession of 25 per cent to the Philippinei;:, 
and finally came the revision of the tariff in 1909 with the 
further concession of 300,000 tons free of duty from the Philip
pines and the slight reduction in the duty on refined sugar of 
5 cents. At the time the Payne bill was under consideration 
there was a yery active discussion over the duty on sugar, and 
since then the Sugar Trust and r·efiners have been carrying on 
a well-organized campaign against the sugar duty. 

So that I say there has scarcely been a year since the beet
sugar industry was actually started under the Dingley law 
down to the present time when the duty on sugar has not 
been, in one form or another, under consideration. It has been 
a period of uncertainty. What acts would be passed and their 
effect could not be foreseen. There was lacking that element 
of permanency in legislation necessary to encourage the highest 
developments of the industry. Notwithstanding all this, the 
beet-sugar industry has developed with leaps and bounds and 
demonstrated its power as a competitor of the sugar refiners. 

There is no claim that the beet-sugar interests have ever 
entered into any combination in restraint of trade or attempted 
to violate the antitrust laws of the land. It is conceded that 
there is actual competition between the beet-sugar companies · 
themselves and between them and the refiners. I assert with
out fear of successful contradiction that, if undisturbed now, 
with the assurance of permanency as to legislation, with suffi
cient duty to offset the difference in the cost of production at 
home and abroad, this industry will furnish the most splendid 
example in this country of the success of the protecth"e policy. 

Does anyone marvel that the Sugar Trust and the great 
refiners are anxious to have this bill passed and wipe out the 
beet-sugar industry? It may be, and I think it is, with the 
sugar refiners a case of self-preservation. I for one would 
prefer to see a duty in conformity with the Republican policy 
retained and witness the industry grow, as it will grow, until 
every pound of sugar that is consumed by the American people 
will be raised on American soil and sold to the consumer under 
the severe competition which must natm.•ally follow rather 
than destroy the ir}dustry and leave the consumer to the mercy 
of the trusts. 

I come now to the question of whether there is real competi
tion between the beet-sugar people· and the refiners. I have 
pointed out from the record .that the refiners were back of the 
propaganda sent broadcast through the country with the >iew 
of creating a popular demand for a repeal of the duty on sugar. 
This ought in itself to disclose their interest in the legislation, 
but I desire to show from the recoTd the further fact that there 
is actual competition. If this can be established, it is an irre
sistible argument in favor of the encouragement of industry. 
If competition exists, the duty of Congress to preserve and en
courage the industry surely follows. What we need .in this 
counh·y more than anything else, as a solution of our economic 
problems, is competition. 

I will again quote the admissions of the representatives of the 
Sugar Trust and refiners who were subpamaed before the Hard
wick committee. 

.Mr. Atkins, the acting president of the American Sugar Re
fining Co., testified that he was a stockholder in the American • 
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Sugar Refining Co. at the time 1\fr. Havemeyer commenced his 
p_olicy of investing in beet-sugar .factories. That he disagreed 
with this policy for the reason that it was building up a com
petitor and therefore disposed of all his holdings in the com
pany, and did not reinvest until the company adopted the. policy 
of disposing of its beet-sugar holdings. When examined on the 
question of competition with the beet-sugar people, he testified 
as follows (Hearings, vol. 1, p. 49): 

All that beet sugar comes on the market at a · certain season of the 
year. It is all produced in about three months' time. They all want 
to market it jus t as r apidly as possible, and in order to do that they 
come to the eastern points. California sugar comes into Chicago and 
Michigan sugar into Buffalo and Pittsburgh and eastern refineries ; not 
only the American Sugar Refining Co •• but the others, have to reduce 
or close down until the beet sugars are out of the way. Any refining 
that is done between tue 1st of October and the 1st of January is done 
without any profit, and very often at a loss. 

I call particular attention to the language of the witness that 
during the three months when beet sugar is marketed the 
American Sugar Refining Co. "is forced to reduce or close down 
until the beet sugars are out of the way~" This is certainly a 
significant fact. It demonstrates that there is effective com
petition during three months of the year. It is pertinent to in
quire what would be the effect if the beet-sugar industry de
veloped so that this competition would exist for half or three
fourths or perhaps all of the year, as I believe it would? 

1\fr. Gillmore, of Arbuckle Bros., testified as follows (Hear
ings, vol. 2, pp. 1158, 1159) : 

l\1r. RAKER. This beet-sugar industry, and the competition between 
that and you, is more of an imagination than it is of a reality, is it not? 

l\1r. GILLMORE. No ; I think it !s an actuality. 
Mr. R.A.KEB. Can yo'll name any concrete case of place or time when 

you came into actual competition ~ in other words, wfien you found the 
beet sugar in the same point where you were handling your cane 
su."'ar? 

Mr. GILLMORE. In the last two yea.l's, very seriously, in Pittsburgh, Pu. 
Mr. RAKER. The beet-sugar people got in Pittsburgh, Pa.? 
Mr. GILLMORE. Yes. 
Mr. R.A.KEB. From where? 
Mr. GILLMORE. I do not know where from. I do not know what the 

brand was, or anythi.ng abo t it. I know the fact. 
Mr. RA.KER. What time of the year was it? 
Mr. GILLMORE. l: know that it was so much so that a house owned 

by Arbuckle Bros. there was compelled to take the beet-sugar business 
in and b.iy it and sell in competition. That is bringing coals home to 
Newcastle. 

I agree with the witness that it was" bringing coals. home to 
Newcastle" when the great house of Arbuckle Bros. was com
pelled to buy beet sugar and sell it through one of theil: own 
branches. 

That it has been e::rtending, even encroaching on the East, 
within the very shadow of the refineries themselves. 

But I pass frnm the admission of the i·efiners to consider it 
from another angle. Mr. Willett, of Willett & Gray, publishers 
of the Weekly Statistical Trade Journal on Sugar, appeared 
before the committee. 

He was engaged by the committee as an expert, and his 
opinion should therefore carry great weight. Ile is regarded 
as the greatest expert in this country if not in the world. I 
will only refe.r to the gist of his testimony, which may be. 
summed up in the following question and answer relative to 
the rapid rise in sugar last summer and fall and the reason 
for its decline : 

Mr. FORD::rnY. The beet-sugar industry has certainly had n: beneficial 
influence upon the price of sugar. 

Mr. Wrr,:ETT. Y<'s ; an eno.?mous influence. If it were not for the 
domestic sugar industry sugars in this country would be to-day very 
considerably higher. I would not be surpri ·ed if it would not be a 
cent a pound more but for the beet and cane sugar produced in this 

, country. 
And again: 
There is no question whatever, Mr. Chairman, that the coming into 

. the market in October. of the Michigan sugars and other domestic sugars 
dropped the price from 6.57 in October down to 6.11 in November and 
in. December to 5.63. 

. This is the expert employed by the committee, one trained in 
1 the sugar market, who unqualifiedly says that it was the beet 
sugar which reduced the price of sugar about a cent a pound. 

Willett & Gray's WeekJy Statistical Sugar Trade Journal of 
' September 23, 1911, has this to say : 

Already the citizeTLS of the States: in which beet-suga:r factories are 
located are being granted concessions in prices from those of States that 
must find their sugar supplies from the world's markets. It is some
what beyond Ollll' present understanding to realize what high prices 
would have to be paid for sugar in all the States if our 500,000-ton 
beet factories were not in existence with the present world conditions of 

' unknown short supplies supplemented by a strong and aggressive syndi
cate speculation in Europe. 

There is no higher authority in ·this country on the question of 
sugar IJrices and market conditions than Willett & Gray, and 

' what they say is entitled to great weight. 
Let us take the question of competition from another angle 

and see just where beet sugar is sold. The following table 
1 
taken from the hearings shows the distribution of the Michigan 
Sugar Oo. for the past five years.: · . 

States. 190&-7 1907-3 1909-10. 1910:-11 

l\lr. Jamison,. of Arbuckle Bros., says, in substance, that Pounds. Pounds. Pounds. Pownds. Pounds. 
Michigan sugar has interfered with them very largely in Ohio Illinois 15, 893, 042 7, 924, 294 u, 239, 340 12 540 IOO' . 19, 900, 490 
and Pennsylvania and has been down as fu as. New York and ' Iowa .. ::::::~::::::: 2;5901705 709,863 , 1,043,141 1;214,492 3,381,374 
West Virginia. (Hearings, vol. 2, p. 1193.) Indiana--·-----·-·-·· 3,~,~ 5,330,310 4,326,595 6,907,666 6,007,949 

Robert M. Parker~ president onf ~~~nBrcooklyndCoop~ragte Coo:f. , ii~;!~kJ::.::::::::: 67; 924 .. ~:~~~·- ·-~~~~~~~~~- 2·~~;g~ -·-~~~'.~~~~ 
owned by the American Sugar e g o., an a d1rec o:r , Mlehigan ..... ----·· 18,388,579 17,861,228 22,813,578 23r211,393. 21,193,882 
the latter company, says (Hearings, vol. 2, PP~ 1463-1464): M.!zines~ta .........•. 8,572,893 4,730,839 4,170,189 4,552,871 4,253, 187 

M1ssoan .. _. __ . __ . .. . 1,297,51& 2,218,516 3,824, 789 1,598, 742 6,218,586 
1\Ir. MAI.BY. Does the American Sngar Refining Co. at tho present 

time ship any granulated sugar to. the various States in the Missis
sippi Valley an-d in the Missouri region? 

Mr. PA..RKER. Yes, sir; a very great deaL 
l\!r. MALBY. And at. all times of the year? 
Mr. PARKER. Yes, sir; until the price is so low that it is impossible 

to ship at a profit. . 
Mr. MALBY. Who makes the prices low, or creates the co-ndition to 

which you refer? 
Mr. PARK.ER. The San Francisco cane and the beet sugars from Colo

rado and Uta.h and Jl.llchigan. 

Here is the vital admission that the beet-sugar product makes 
"' the prices so low" that the refiners can not compete in the 
Mississippi and Missouri Valleys. In other words, that the 
people of the Missouri and Mississippi Valleys get the benefit 
of prices fixed by a competition that drives the American Sugar 
Refining Co. out of the territory so long as beet sugar lasts. 

Ur. Spreckels, of the Federal: Sugar Refining Co., testified as 
follows (Hearings, vol. 3, p. 2269) : 

Mr. HINDS. Can you tell me bow far in the East the beet-sugar people 
are able to market their sugar? 

Mr .. SPRECKELS. There is the dividing line on the Missouri. River. 
They sometimes come as far as Pittsburgh.. I think the American 
Beet Sugar Co. has come once as far as New York. • 

Mr. HINDS. Are they showing a tendency to come farther east al1 
the time? 

. Mr. SPRECKELS. They are. 
Mr. HINDS. And make the competition severer, if it is competition? 
l\1r. SPR.ECKELS. Yes. 
·Mr. HINDS. Continually? 
Mr. SPRECKELS. Yes, sir. They have frequently come as far as 

Pittsburgh. 

Is it any wonder that l\Ir. Spreckels was willing to con
tribute $12,000 for circularizing the people with a view of driv-
1'.ng out this competition through legislation? 

In fact, every representative of the sugar refiners who ap
peared before the Hardwick committee was forced to admit 
that beet sugar furnished an active and severe competition. 

North Dakota ..... __ 707, 436 202,56'7 92, 878 180, 000 12 , 565 
New York........... 1,026, 056 2,501,582 1,677,592 4,034,643 6,259,027 
Ohio ...... _ .••.. -- . . . 7, 901, 539. 16, 919,105 17, 201, 379 ·29, 344, 522 31, 13 , 600 
Pennsylvania ........ 1,723,251 7,464,412 5,252,330 9,046: 739 15,61~,1!>9 
South Dakota.. .•.. ·-- . _ .. -- ... _ ..... -··· --- . _ 36,517. __ •.. _. --·- ... ____ .. . . _ 
Tenn.essee .... '" ..... --·--·-·---- 35,309 --····- - ---- -------··-·- 73, 550 

1- Virg:inia ........ ----· "'-------··· --····--·-· - · 37,321 73, 592 {()4,234 
' West Virginia........ 72,131 26d,325 223,768 137,290 362,741 

Wisconsin ........... 9,946,120 2,742,530 3,792,875 3,698,056 3,583,953 

T<>tal. ••••.•• -- . 71, 579, 140 70, 767, 789 76, 834, 61<> 99, 066, 84.6 183, 202, 958 

The foregoing table shows that the National Sugar Co. has 
invaded New York, Ohio, Permsylvania, Virginia, and ·weRt 
Virginia. Here is another- table taken from the hearings (p. 895) 
showing the distribution of the Great Western Sugar Co. 
of Colorado. It is given in number of bags of 100 pounds 

, each. 

Number of bags, season oi-

States. 
1909--10- 1908-J 1907-3 1006-7 1905-6 

~11:::::.:::::::: ..... ~~~~~- ...... ~~~- -·---~~~~~- ..... . ~~~~- -········250 
Colorado............. 265·,295 286,414 • 196,438 241,179 230, 973 • 
Illinois _____________ . 259,666 192,143 513,484 204,979 99,891 
Indiana.............. 8,611 7,200 70,486 12,000 ..... . ..... . 
Iowa .. ----··----·---- 247,826 194,720 306,720 34.-0,674 _249,51a 
Indian Territory .. --- --· -- -- -- ... -··-- .. . . . .. 4,460 80,830 18,150 
Kansas....... . ...... 277,810 233,058 117,285 156,671 111, 650 
Kentucky........... 600 3,000" 28,120 3,325 -· - ---------
Michigan............ 14,4.-00 10,200 82,547 2,850 ...... . .... . 
Minnesota ... _ ... _... 122, 984 141, 310 190, 579 369, 890 285, 000 
Missolll'i. _ • -· .. ___ ••. 383, 468 293, 102 293, 102 389, 869 246, 350 
Montana ...•....... ~--···------····- ~--------····-·----··............ 300 
Nebraska ..........•. 139,90 246, 802 46,603 106,119 56,666 
New Mexico ......... -·-···-··---... . ... .. ... 10 -·-····--··· ····-·····-· 
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Number of bags, season of-

1909-10 1908-9 

New York: ___________ ------------ 600 
North Dakota.------ 1,800 2,150 
Ohio_________________ 21,091 19,200 
Oklahoma .• --------- 96, TIO 39,885 
Pennsylvania........ 37,885 7,200 
South.J?u.kota________ 751 115 51,310 
Tennessee ____________ -···---------··------·--
Tens________________ 119,280 40,800 
West Virginia. .•.••••• ---··-----·--····-----·-
Wisconsin........... 43,300 18,729 
Wyoming............ 20,930 17,840 

T-0tal ••••• -• - • - 2, 146, 939 1,808,553 

1907-8 

15,904 
3,000 

64,300 
193,m 
43,500 
32,926 

50 
189,170 

4,245 
137,277 
ll,230 

2,659,675 

1906-7 1905-6 

600 
1, 100 ······35;ooi 

16,402 123, 340 ••••• -2-i; 400 
10,862 ···-··-. -- - -
32, 580 ·51, 100 

...... 80;53i" ----··23;07i 
4.-00 52,532 ----··21;335 

25,495 21,290 

2,301,975 1,4:73,937 

It appears from th.is statement that the beet sugar of Colo
rado has entered the markets of Illinois, Indiana, Missouri, 
Ohio, and Pennsylvania; that the beet-sugar industry has been 
extending its market to the East year by year. No wonder the 
refiners are alarmed over their control of the markets. 

The following statement (Hearings, p. 3149) gives the prices 
at which 43 bee~sugar "factories sold their output up to No
vember 1, 1911 : 

Companies. 

Total (16 oompanies) .......••••••••••••.••••••••••.•. _ 

Facto
ries. 

ll 
3 
6 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
l 
1 
1 
2 
1 
6 

Average 
net whole
sale price. 

'5-327 
5. 55 
5.20 
5.55 
.5.50 
5.55 
5.45 
4.80 
5.637 
5. 70 
4.85 
5.40 
5.60 
5.635 
5. 73 
5.554 

43 ··--···---·· 
Last summer on the reported shortage in the beet sugar of • ___________________ __!.. ___ !....___ __ _ 

Europe the sugar refiners made an advance of from li to 2! 
cents per pound, and at the time they did so they were using the 
raw sugar for which they had contracted at the low prices pre
vailing prior to the reported shortage. Arbuckle Bros. advanced 
the price of sugar at one time to n cents per pound f. o. b. 
New York. The high prices prevailed during the months 
of · July, August, September, and October, and during all of 
that time the refiners were making a profit of at least 2 
cents per pound above what wotlld be considered a reasonable 
profit. 

Two cents per pound is on the basis of $7 per barrel. We are 
consuming in this cotmtry about 75,000 barrels per day, so that 
they were exacting of the people ab-Out $500,000 per day during 
this period because they had the control of the market, the very 

. thing they are striving to secure permanently by the destruction 
of the beet-sugar industry. 

They maintained their high prices until the .American beet 
sugar came on the market in October. There had been no 
change_ so far as the world's output or market were concerned, 
but they were then compelled to meet beet-sugar prices. 

There is a beet-sugar factory in Waverly, iu my di.Strict. I 
have it on the authority of the manager that no beet sugar was 
sold in Iowa at a higher figure than 5.78~, and this was con
siderably -less than the prices charged by the refiners. 

At this point it rnigbt be interesting to quote once more from 
l\fr. Lowry, who has been posing in his circuJars as a friend of 
the consumer, who, after telling the history of jumping the 
price of sugar from 5 to 7.25, admitted that it was their policy 
(the :D'ederal Sugar Refining Co.) to exact " all the traffic wouJd 
bear." 

For the purp_ose of showing the actual facts--that is to say, 
the prices at which th~ refiners sold sugar during the months of 
September, October, and November, and also the prices at which 
the beet-sugar factories sold their output-I ·will insert some 
tables taken from the bearings before the Hardwick committee. 
These tables show that beet sugar was sold at considerably less 
than the prices fixed by the refiners. (Hearings, p. 656.) The 
following table shows the prices of the refiners for the months 
of August, September, anu October. 

191L 
Sept. 1. .. --·- .. __ ---

3 .•....•....... 
6--------------
7 .••••••••••••• 
8---------- ·--. 9 _____________ _ 

11 _____________ _ 
13 _____________ _ 

19 ... ·--- --- --- -26 _____________ _ 
28. ____________ _ 

Oct. . 2 ...••.•.•••... 
3 ... -~---------

23 •••••••••••••• 
24 _____________ _ 
25 ___________ ---

30 .....••..•.... 
Nov. 2-----·-------· 

6 .........•..•. 
IL .....•...•... 

13 ..•.. --------· 20 _____________ _ 

American 
Sugar 

Refining 
-Oo. 

t6.25 
6.25 
6.40 
6.50 
G.60 
6.70 
f.. 75 
f.. 75 
6. 75 
6. 75 
6.75 
<:. 75 
r-. 75 
f- . 75 
6.70 
6.70 
!l.60 
<l. f;O 
(l.40 
6.ao 
tl. 20 
(i.10 

National 
Sugar Co. 

$6.35 
6.35 
6.50 

Warner. 

~6.35 
6.35 
6.50 

·----··5: 75 · : :~:::::: ::: 
(\. 75 
.6. 75 
6.. 75 
G.70 
.6.70 
6.60 
.50 

6.40 
6..30 
6.20 
6.10 

---·-·-it 75· 
6.75 
6. 70 
6. 70 
cr.60 
6.50 
6.40 
tl.30 
G.20 
6.10 

Federal 
Sugar Co. 

t6.35 
6.45 
6.60 
6.75 
6. 75 
7.00 
7.00 
7.25 
7.25 
7.25 
7.25 
6. 75 
6. 75 
G.50 
6.50 

_ ................. ·-
........................ 
..................... 
.............. , ........ 
....................... 
··· --··6:ic>" 

.Arbuckle 
Bros. 

S6.35 
6.50 
6.50 
6.ro 
6.75 
7.00 
7.00 
7.25 
7.50 
6. 75 
6. 75 
6. 75 
6. 75 
6. 75 
6.70 
6.10 
6.60 
6.50 
6.40 
6.30 
6.ro 
6.10 

These figures speak for themselvltB, and they show beyond a 
possibility of contradiction two vital !acts: First, that the beet
sugar industry furnishes au active and effeetive competition 
against the refiners ; second, they have lowered the prices of 
sugar to the consumer. · 

And now I come to the consumer who has caused the sugar 
refiners so much solicitude. The !\Ir. Lowry, to whom I have 
referred, in one of his remarkable circulars figured that the 
duty added 2 cents. per pound to the price of sugar, from which 
he computed that every family of :five persons, on the. basis of 
80 pounds per capita, pays $8 per year on account of the duty. 
This is a fair sample of his utter disregard of facts, or, I rnjght 
say, of his deliberate intention to deceive. 

Others bave taken 1.90, the present duty on refined sugar, as 
the basis for their computation; and have added the entire 
amount of the duty to the cost of sugar. These statements are 
erroneous in the very nature of the case. In the first place 
there is only a negligible quantity of refined sugar imported. 
In the year 1910 the importation of re.fined sugar amounted to 
only 1,405 tons, so that it is manifestly unfair and misleading 
to take the duty on refined sugar as a basis. 

The duty on refined sugar is 1.90. The duty on raw sugar is 
1.68}. There is a 20 per cent reduction to Cuba, which leaves 
the Cuban duty L348. The large per cent of our importations 
of raw sugar come from Cuba. The effective duty is the duty 
actually collected on dutiable sugar. · 

During the year 1911 there was 3,899,932,335.0S pounds of 
dutiable sugar imported into the United States. The duty· col
lected was $51,496,559.12, which. makes the average duty ool
lected per 100 pounds of dutiable sugar $1.3461: 

The gentlemen who made the computations I have referred to 
have made another serious mistake. They have taken the total 
per capita consumption as a basis .and have assumed that all 
of the sugar consumed will be affected Uy the removal of the 
duty. This is not true. They failed to consid@r the large 
amount-in fact, the greater portion-used other than on the 
table. It enters into many varieties of products. Here are 
some of the articles in which it is ueed: Condensed milk, 
candies, etc., chewing gum, corn products, liquors and wines, 
preserves, soda-water sirups; desiccated coconuts. Quaker oats, 
jelly, gelatin, etc., candied fruits, rock candy and rock-candy 
sirups, drugs, medicines, chemicals, cocoa, ice cream, infants' 
food, fruit sirups, mincemeat, ginger ale, biscuits, crackers. and 
bakery articles. In all of these and many others sugar is used, 
and it is all included in the total amount consumed, on which 
the per capita consumption is figured. 

It is estimated that 140,000,000 pounds of sugar is used an
nually in condensed milk. On a basis of 4! cents a pound there 
is ab.out 1~ cents' worth of sugar in a pound of condensed milk, 
and if the price were lowered 1 cent a pound it would make a 
difference of two-fifths of a cent on a 15-cent can. Would the 
consumer receive the benefit of this reduction of two-fifths cent 
per can? One hundred and twenty-six million pounds are 
used annually by the biscuit, pie, and cake bakers. About 
612,000,000 pounds are used by confectioners. Twenty-five mil
lion pounds are used in making chewing gum. No one can seri
ously claim that the consumer will receive any concession either 

· in tbe price or as .to the quantity in any of the articles into 
which sugar enters. 

'.fhis phase of the question, as well as the percentage of the 
total amount of sugar consumed that actually enters the home 
for use 011 the table, is so rarely discussed, while at the same 
time has such an important bearing, that I will quote from 
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the testimony of l\fr. Horace Havemeyer before the Hardwick 
.committee. Mr. Ha·rnmeyer was the sales agent of the Ameri
can Sugar Refining Co., and therefore in a position not only to 
impart inforll!ation, but to form a fair estimate as to the rela
tive uses of sugar (Hearings, yol. 1, p. 612) : 

Mr. Fono:xEY. Mr. Havemeyer, do you know anything about how 
much of the 80 or VO pounds of sugar per capita is consumed in this 
-eountry directly in sugar by the people of this country and bow much 
goes into manufacture? · 

~fr. HAVEl\IEYER. That is a very difficult question to answer. I k~ow 
it in a general way. There is a great deal of sugar used in various 
articles of manufacture. Take condensed milk, crackers, jelly, preserves 
of all kinds, tobacco, whisky, chewing gum, candy, and a great many 
other things that you would not think of at the moment. I should 
estimate of the 80 pounds that is annually c,pnsumed that about 50 
pounds goes into sugar-containing manufactured products and that 
about 30 goes to the consumer and is used on his table direct. 

Mr. FORDNEY. '.rhen the price of sugar in chewing gum would not 
make very much difference to the consumer, would it? 

Mr. HAVEMEYER. I understand that chewing gum consists of 75 
per cent sugar, and the sugar in it is sold for from 50 cents to $1.50 
a pound, while the refiner's price for sugar is about 5 cents, or a little 
less. 

Mr. FoRDNEY. That is, in chewing gum? 
Mr. HAVEl\HJYER. Yes; it is sold at from 50 cents to $1.50 a pound. 
Mr. FORD~Y. Then sugar is a pretty small portion of the price of 

chewing gum. 
I only wanted to get, Mr. Havemeyer, an idea of about .how mucn 

sugar directly is consumed by the people of the country outside of that 
in manufactured articles. • 

Mr. HAVE.MEYER. I should say 30 pounds per capita. I do not 
believe there is anyone who can give you those figures to a dot .. I do 
not believe there are any statistics which could prove that. It is an 
estimate. I have thought over it a great deal because, being a 
salesman of the American Sugar Refining Co., I naturally had more 
charge of that end of the business than any other. . 

Mr. FonDNEY. Then the consumers of these manufactured articles are 
not very much interested as to which way the rrice of sugar goes, 
inasmuch as sugar is such a small item of the cos ? 

Mr. HAVEMEYER. Sugar is infinitesimal in all those items-very small. 

As l\Ir. Havemeyer well observes, the price of sugar that en
ters into these articles is infinitesimal, although the aggregate 
use is large. While Mr. Havemeyer · places the amount which 
is used on the table at about 30 pounds per capita, it is fair 
to state that the British Board of Trade, in their recent report 
on conditions in America as well as in England, state that there 
is about 51 pounds used on the table of the average American 
family per week. On the basis stated by the English Board of 
Trade it would amount to 54 pounds per capita; and if the 
full a~ount of the effective duty (1! cents per pound) were 
added to the priee, it would mean 72 cents a year per capita, or 
6 cents per month. If we take the basis of l\Ir. Havemeyer, or 
30 pounds per capita, it would be 40 cents per year, or 3! cents 
per month. If we take the average between the amount fixed 
by l\Ir. Havemeyer and that fixed by the British Board of Trade; 
it would mean 56 cents per year, or about 4! cents per month, 
and this is conceding, for the pm·pose of argument merely, that 
'the amount of the effective duty, that is to say the duty actually 
collected on dutiable sugar, would be added to the price. 

11: do not believe that the removal of the duty will lower the 
price of sugar: It may temp~rarily, but ii; the. end, I doubt it. 
If we destroy· the beet-sugar rndustry, which gives real compe
tition to the beet-sugar refiners, and destroy our domestic cane 
suO'ar the refiners will then have a monopoly, and they will do 
ex:~ctiy as they did last summer and fall-in the language of 
l\Ir. Lowry, •" Exact all the traffic will bear." . . 

The Hardwick committee report that the price of sugar rs 
lower in this country than in any European country except 
England. In the year 1910 the average price of sugar was 
about nine-tenths of a cent less in England than in this country. 
It is relatiyely lower in this country than in England, when 
you consider the wages paid in the two coun~ries-tha.t is ~o 
say, the purchasing power of labor. A <;lays wage m th1~ 
country will purchase forty-three and a fract10n pounds of sugar, 
while u day's wage in England will purchase twenty-one and a 
fraction pounds of sugar. In other words, a day's wage in this 
country will purchase twice as much sugar as a day's wage in 
England. 

It is a well-known fact that from 1800 to 1907 there was a 
material rise in the price of nearly all food products. Sugar is 
one of the exceptions. If we are looking for an illustration of 
how a few men can control the market when an article is on 
the free list and there is no home competition, it is necessary 
to go no further than the house of Arbuckle Bros. and the way 
they have boosted the price of coffee during the past two or 
three years, and these are the men who are now clamoring 
for either free sugar or a duty so low as to destroy the beet
sugar industry. 

But will the removal of the duty give us lower sugar? In 
December, 1903, Cuban reciprocity went into effect, granting a 
reduction of 20 per cent on sugar to Cuba, and if the argument 
holds good, there should have been a reduction of 20 per cent in 
the price of sugar. The Statistical Abstract for 1910, on page 

713, gives the wholesale price of granulated sugar at New York, 
per pound, as follows: · 

1902------------------------------------------------------ 4.4G 
1903------------------------------------------------------ 4.G4 
1904-----------------------~------------------------------ 4. 77 
1905-------------------------------------~---------------- u. 2G 
1906 _______________________ ~------------------------------ 4.G2 1907 ______________________________________________________ 4. 65 
1908 ________________________ ,______________________________ 4. fJ6 
1909 ______________________________________________________ 4.76 

1910-----------------------~------------------------------ 4.n7 
It will be noted that in only one year has sugar been. lower 

than it was in 1903, and that one year only twelve one-hun
dredths of a cent per pound. On page 44 of the hearings is a 
table giving the New York market price from 1870 to 1009, in
clusive. It is interesting to note that the price of sugar drops 
from 13.51 cents per pound ill 1870 to 4.76 cents per pound in 
1909, and it is also interesting to note that the price of sugar 
during the few years when it was on the free list was only about 
one-fifth of a cent a pound less than during the six years when 
the full Dingley tariff was operative. 

Economic conditions, howeyer, have changed since then. In 
those days we were not confronted with the trust problem that 
now confronts us, and with no production in this country ~ve 
would stand a good chance of having permanently the same l'Oil
ditions we had last fall when the sugar refiners shot the price 
up as high as 7! cents per pound. • 

l\Ir. Willett, the expert employed by the Hardwick committee, 
who has made a life study of the sugar question, and particu
larly its relation to prices, sums up his entire testimony and . 
his investigation and study of the subject as follows: 

rn all these analyses J reach the same conclusion, that to decrease 
the price of sugar to the consumer, increase the domestic production as 
rapidly as possible. 

This conclusion appears on page 3978 of the hearings-the fast 
page-and it was very fittingly placed there, foi; ft sums up in 
one sentence what the entire hearings for 11 weeks, conducted 
by able men, with the power of the Government back of them, 
establishes beyond dispute, that the consumer can only be pro
tected by the increase in home production. 

There are now 71 beet-sugar factories in the United States 
activ~ly engaged in refining sugar, with an estimated cost of 
construction of about $100,000,000. They pay out for beets, 
fuel, salaries, wages, and for other items about $45,000,000 per 
year, every dollar being paid out in this country. 

I do not believe that any fair-minded consumer or laboring 
man will wish to destroy this industry, throw out of employ
ment the wage earners who are engaged in it, and take the 
chance of puttillg themselves in ilie clutches of the Sugar Trust 
and refiners for the small advantage, conceding everything that 
can be claimed, that they -might temporarily receiYe. 

It is unnecessary to discuss the effect of this measure on the 
beet-sugar industry. That it ·will be destroyed is conceded. 
The majority make no effort to conceal this fact. They are 
frauk about it and are entitled to credit for their frankness. 
Some Republicans who have expressed their intention of Yot
ing for the mea:;;ure admit it will destroy the beet-sugar indus
try and openly affirm that it ought to be destroyed, while others, 
in an effort to square themselves with the Republican platform 
on which they were elected, express the opinion that it will 
not injure the beet-sugar industry, and find refuge behind some 
quotations in favor of free sugar, expressed by Republican lead
ers a quarter· of a century ago. The conditions which justified 
free sugar then do not exist now. Since then the beet-sugar 
industry has developed and is furnishing actual competition for 
the refiners. It is growing and "the competition becoming se
verer each year. They forget that the Republican Party ad
judicated that question in 1896, as I ha.Ye shown from the plat
form adopted that year-the platform upon which William l\fc
Kinley was a candidate for President and which represented 
the best thought of the Republican leaders of that time, and a 
policy that has never been retracted by any Republican leader 
sincP., nnd stands to-day as the definitely announ~ed policy of 
the party. · 

On the question of the effe.ct of this measure on the beet
sugar industry I will quote from the report of the majority 
members of the Ways and l\feans Committee, as follows: 

In the report of the same investigating committee (p. 22) we find 
that the cost of manufacturing beet sugar is lowest in Germany. and 
according to the best-known sugar experts the cost of producing a 
pound of raw sugar there ranged from 1.96 to 2.07 cents. .Adding- a 
refining cost of four-tenths of a cent per pound, the cost of p1·oducing 
refined beet sugar in Germany would average 2.415 cents per pound. 
The average cost of producing beet sugar as computed from the returns 
of the 11 plants in which the American Sugar Refining Co. is interested 
is shown not to exceed 3.54 cents per pound. This difference between 
the German and American costs more than offsets the freight charges 
from Germany to the United States. 
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· In tirief, the comri::tittee finds that it costs 1.12! cerits more 
per pound to produce beet sugar in the United States than in 
Germany. The freight rate from Hamburg to New York is 12 
cents per 100 pounds, or twelve one-hundredths cent per pound, 
so tha t, according to the :figures of the committee, it will be im
possible . for the beet-sugar industry of this country to compete 
with Germany. l\foreoYer, the figures cited in this country do 
not include selling expense, which includes brokerage, insur
ance, storage, and so forth, nor interest on the investment, nor 
depreciation. The :figures stated by the committee are taken 
from the testimony of 1\Ir. Freeman, and a reference to his tes
timony on page 2379 of the hearings will confirm my statement. 

Therefore those who vote to have this bill become a law do 
so with the knowledge in advance of its effect on the beet-sugar 
industry. 

I will refer briefly to the relationship between the Sugar 
Trust and the beet-sugar companies. When Mr. Havemeyer 
was at the head of the American Sugar Refining Co. he started 
the policy of investing in beet-sugar factories. At the time he 
did this l\Ir. Atkins, now acting president of the American 
Sugar Refining Co., who was at that time a large stockholder 
in the American Sugar Co., differed wi.th Mr. Havemeyer as to 
the policy, on the ground that it was building up a competitor 
for the refiners , and therefore sold all the stock he held in the 
American Sugar Refining Co. Afterwards others who were in
terested in the American Sugar Refining Co. discovered tha t l\Ir. 
Atkins was right and that the beet-sugar industry '\\US deYelop
ing into a dangerous competitor. This policy of the company 
was then reversed. The Hardwick committee in its report says: 

ince 1907 new influences have controlled the company, and the testi
mony does not show a continuance of the policy of investing in compet
ing concerns, but does show that some of the properties previously ac
quired have been sold. 

The company bas sold all of its stock in beet-sugar factories 
that was listed on the market. Speaking of the sale of its 
entire holdings in the American Beet Sugar Co., Mr. Atkins 
testified: 

That stock was all sold, because it was a listed stock and there was 
a market for it. We have not got a share of it now. 

Since the new policy was adopted the American Sugar Refin
ing Co .. has disposed from time to time of its holdings in vai·ious 
companies and recently sold its entire holdings in the Carver 
County Sugar Co., in Minnesota. 

The report of the Hardwick committee states that the Ameri
can Sugar Refining Co. owns 41 per cent of the stock of 11 
companies, but it also states that as to the remaining beet
sugar companies " they are real competitors of the American 
Sugar Refining Co." If the suit of the Government now pend
ing in the courts is sustained, it will compel the American 
Sugar Refining Co. to dispose of its entire holdings in beet
sugar companies. 

There is this observation, however, that after the Hardwick 
committee had conducted its hearings for 11 weeks and made 
an exhaustive examination of the whole subject, that nowhere 
is it claimed by the committee that the American Sugar Refining 
Co. has controlled the selling price of the beet-sugar factories 
in which it was interested. 

It is singular that one of the most important phases of the 
subject is seldom mentioned, and that is the indirect benefits of 
sugar-beet culture. 

During the past few years the question of increasing our 
yield has been widely discussed. Our Government is spending 
millions of dollars in this cause. Nearly every State is doing 
the same thing. I am in hearty accord with what has been 
done and in sympathy with any movement that will improve 
agricultural conditions, and this is one of the reasons why I 
am opposed to the present measure. 

There is perhaps no more practical, efficient, or economical 
method of increasing our production than encouraging the 
raising of sugar beets. It is no longer a matter of theory or 
speculation_ It rests on facts ascertained by actual experience. 
We know what it has done for France. We know what it has 
done for Germany. We know what it has done in the sections 
of this country where beet-sugar factories have been located. 
We know what the Agric11ltnral Department says about it, and 
perhaps there is no more ardent ad>ocate of beet-sugar culture 
than the Agricultural Department. We know what our leading 
agricultural scientists say about it. All concur in the great 
benefits derived from raising sugar beets through the increased 
yield of other crops. Dr. Wiley, when he was before the Hard
wick committee, sa.ld: 

I believe it (referring to beet sugar) would be one of the best things 
for the agriculture of this country that could poss}bly exist. 

In Germany, where the soil has been tilled since the time of 
the Roman invasion, ~ey are t?-day producing greater yields 
ver acre than they are m the Umted States, where our soil may 

yet be termed -almost virgin. They are raising more in Ger
many than we are on the black loam soil of Iowa, the best 
agricultural State in the Union. Here is a table showing the 
German acreage and yield of the five principal crops in 1910: 

Acreage. Bushels. Per cent. 

Wheat_·-·-·---·-·- ___ : ··-·--· .. _.·--·-- .. _. 4, 800, 900 .oats .. _. _________ •. ____ . _____ ·--·----·- ••• _. 10, 599, 100 
141, 884, 000 
544, 287, 000 
133,330, 000 
f.13, 802, 000 

29.5 
51.3 
24.3 
27.0 ~~~~~:: ::::: :: :::: :: : : : : : :::::::::::::::::: 1~;:?;~ 

Potatoes .... _ .. -· __ ··- -- ______ . _ ---- _ .. __ _ 8, 209, 621 1, 715, 676, 300 208. 9 

The following table was compiled from the Agricultura 
Yearbook and gives the average yield and value of the same 
crops in Iowa in 1910: 

Acres. 

Wheat__ . ___ . _. _ .... 530,000 
Oats ••• --·-········· 4,800,000 
Barley·-- .. -·······. 510, 000 
Rye ................. 32, 000 
Potatoes·-····-·-··· 170,000 

Total ·-- ...... 6,042,000 

Bushels. 

11,131, 000 
181,440, 000 
15,045, 000 

592,000 
12,24-0,000 

220, J48· ()()() 

Yield 
per 
acre. 

Bmhefa. 
21.0 
37. 8 
29.5 
18.5 
72.0 

................ 

Value 
Value of crops. 

per •------
bushel 
Dec. 1. 

Cen;tJJ. 
85 
27 
56 
64 
60 

................. 

Per For the 
acre. State. 

$17. 85 $9, 4.00, ()()() 
10.21 48, 9 9, 000 
16.52 8,425, 000 
11.84 379, 000 
43.20 7,344, 000 

................. 74,590, 000 

The following table shows the yield and the value of yield 
of a like acreage in Germany-that is to say, the same number 
of acres used in Iowa for the five crops stated-based on 
United States farm value of products: 

Acres. Bushels. 
Value 

Value of crops. 
Yield 

per 
acre. 

per i----,.----

bushel 
Dec. 1. 

Bv,shels. Cents. 

Per For the 
aero. State. 

Wheat·-·----·-· .. ·- 530,000 15,635,000 29.5 85 S2.5.07 $13,289,000 
Oats ..... ·---------·· 4,800,000 246,240,000 51.3 27 13.85 66,484,800 
Barley ... ·----·---·- 510, 000 17,t93,000 34.3 56 19.20 9,796,080 
Rye ....... ·-··---·-· 32, 000 864,000 27.0 64 17.28 552,960 
Potatoes............. 170,000 35,513,000 208.9 00 125.34 21,307,800 

Total.. ........ 6,042,000 1 315, 745,000 ........................ 111,431,390 

It will be seen from the foregoing table that if we had raised 
in Iowa as much per acre as was raised in Germany, the farm 
ers of Iowa would haye received $36,800,000 more for these five 
crops. · 

Those who have investigated the conditions in Germany 
assert and establish that the increased yield in Germany is due 
largely to the raising of sugar beets and the rotation of their 
crops. Although the German farmers do not realize as much 
for their beets as American farmers do, and make less profit 
out of it, they are nevertheless willing to plant for the indirect 
benefit which they receive in the increased yield of other crops 
The experience in Germany in this respect is found true in this 
country. H. C. Wallace, one of the editors of the Wallace 
Farmer, published in Des Moines, Iowa, one of the best agri 
c111tural papers in the entire country, published a serial article 
last December on the subject of the sugar beet in Iow'a after 
he had made a visit to the factory of the Iowa Sugar Co., at 
Waverly, and talked personally with the farmers who were 
raising sugar beets. Here is a brief quotation from his article. 

It is interesting to note that of the ten or a dozen farmers to whom 
I talked who had grown sugar beets for the past several years all 
agreed unanimously that the yield of small grain grown after sugar 
beets was greatly increased. 

He closed his article with the following si.gnificant statement-. 
The culture of sugar beets, as it spreads, will revolutionize the agri 

culture of the northern part of the corn belt. 

The Secretary of Agriculture states. that there are 274,000,000 
acres of land in this country suitable for raising beets. There 
is no reason ~Y we should not produce every pound of sugar 
we consume. With the progress of the industry and the im 
provements which experience have brought about beet sugar. 
has shown a decreasing cost of production, and there is rea'son 
to believe that with its further development there will be a 
further decrease, and the people will recei>e the direct benefit 
of prices fixed by actual competition. Besides, we will receive 
the indirect benefit of increased production of other farm prod 
ucts, which has its relation to the prices of such products, in 
fluenced always by the law of supply and demand. 
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While I am opposed to the present measure, I would favor a 
re1ision of this schedule that would remove the Dutch standard 
test and the preferential on refined sugar, and fix the duty in 
accordance with the measure of protection for which the Re
publican Party stands-the difference between ti:le cost of pro
duction at home and abroad. -This measure has no chance of 
becoming a law. This fact was well understood when it was 
introduced. It is purely political buncombe It has met the 
just criticism of° the Democratic press. The Washington Times• 
a prominent DemocratiG paper, that has been making a fight 
for the last two or three years for a revision of the sugar 
schedule, and particularly on the Dutch standard test, criticizes 
this bill in seyerest language. In its issue of March 2 in its 
editorial columns it says: 

All that is good po:itics, as it is played, but it is not dealing fairly 
with the people. The insincerity of the House project is proved by 
the fact that for months the Democrats have been utterly unable to 
agree what should be done about sugar. So long as they considered 
plans thnt were intended to have a chance of becoming law and giving 
the people some real advantage, they were hopelessly unable to agree. 
It was only on a fantastic proposal that could not possibly have a 
ghost of a show of e.nactment that they could get together. 

And in its issue of l\farch 3, in another editorial, severely at
tacking the measure, it states. as follows: 

From the beginning the present Ways and Means Committee has pre
tended to favor moderate, gradual tariff changes. It would not have 
free wool, lest that ruin an industry. Yet it turns squarely around 
and proposes free sugar, absolutely certain to ruin an industry, if free 
suirar should come. 

There is gratification in the knowledge that some Democrats declined 
to accept the buncombe free-sugar income-tax plan, and have announced 
their purpose to expose the cheap plot. The Democrats can not afford 
to play so flimsy a game, and if tTiey go ahead with it, they will 
discover that the people are a deal wiser than the framers of this 
plot imagine them to be. The project that is intended to satisfy 
everybody will be found to satisfy and to fool nobody. 

Mr. Charles W. l\1iller, of Iowa, for three terms a Democratic 
member of the State Legislature of Iowa, and for several years 
·chairman of the Democratic State central committee, concludes 
a long article, published in the Waterloo Times-Tribune-a 
Democratic paper-upon the subject, which I will print as an 
appendix, but whose view of the measure is summed up in the 
following sentence: 

All things considered, I have decided that there are occasions when 
·even a fundamental free trader can consistently oppose tariff reduction, 
and that this is one of them. 

In brief, this measure will fool no one. It certainly is in 
violation of Republican doctrine, and is even claimed by9Demo
crats to be a violation of the policy of gradual revision down
ward, of the Democratic Party. 

Supplemental to the letter of Mr. Miller I will insert a letter 
from l\Ir. George E. Lichty, published in the Waterloo Evening 
Courier, written to l\ir. Miller in response to the above article. 
Mr. Lichty is president of Smith, Lichty & Hilman, whole
sale grocers, of Waterloo, Iowa, and a member of the executive 
committee of the National Wholesale Grocers' Association. I in
sert it because of his high standing i:Q. commercial cfrcles, be
cause he knows the subject, and for the further reason of 
showing how the real wholesale grocers feel in respect to the 
measure, as distinguishe.d from the fictitious committee repre
sented by Mr. Lowry, the employee of the refiners. 

In conclusion, I have endeavored to review the questions in
vol·rnd in this measure fairly, confining myself almost wholly to 
the facts developed before the Hardwick committee, a commit
tee created at the in~tance of the majority party in the House, 
and its work at all times under the control of the Democratic 
Members who comprised a majority thereof. I bear willing 

. testimony to the ability with which the committee performed 
its work. The report of the committee is unanimous. The 
hearings and the report- establish the propositions I haYe ad
vanced. 

APPENDlX. 
[Public letter written by Mr. C. W. Miller, of Waverly, Iowa.] 

WAVERLY, IOWA, February 12. 
" Greater Iowa " is· a slogan that appears to be- in everybody's mouth 

these days, and indicating, as it does, a State-wide desire on the part 
of our people to push Iowa forward to a front place in the galaxy of 
American Commonwealths, a place to which her natural endowments 
richly entitle her, it seem~ probable that some good must result there
from. 

But since in all of the discussion there seems to be a dearth of sug
gestion as to ways and means, I am tempted to submit something along 
that line and invite attention to the fact that an industry at Waverly 
is pointing the way to at least one avenue by which Iowa may add 
much to her population, wealth, and general prosperity. 

Before proceeding to my elucidation, however, let me suggest that 
Iowa at the present time bas all the people necessary to do the work 
that comes to their hands, and the unusual amount of poverty in our 
cities the present winter indicates that we have some to spare. 

This being indisputable, as it manifestly is, it follows that the first 
step in the direction of a greater Iowa must be in the way of mol'e jobs. 
Manifestly also, these jobs must almost necessarily relate to the soil in 
comparison with which all other sources of wealth in this State must 
ever be infinitesimally small. 

An industry born of the soil, therefore, which combines the benefac
tion of multiplying jobs with that of " making two blades of grass 
grow where there grew but one before" would seem to fit into Iowa's 
plan for a greater future as nothing else could do and merit the special 
attention and consideration of every loyal Iowan in &ympathy with the 
booster movement. 

Such an industry is the beet-sugar industry, which, barring the possi
bility o.f adverse. tar~tr l_egislation, may now be counted, not only as a 
permanent Iowa mstitution, but also as the forerunner of many similar 
establishments throughont the northern counties of the State. 

That the Waverly beet-sugar factory is a veritable nrosperity breeder 
is well known to the people of this section of the State, but that others 
may know what a stream of wealth it pours into the channels of 
industry and trade I cite the amounts in round numbers which were 
disbursed by its treasurer during the " campaign " just brought to a 
close, giving also the purposes for which they were applied: 

~~:!gt~~n-~~e::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: $
2§2;888 

Securing and transporting laborers_______________________ 7, 000 

i:~i~~:l::~~:~~~~~==========~========================= ~t ggg . Office salaries and office expenses_________________________ 15, 000 

~¥£~~;0~;;:;;~::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::~====== 
1

~:888 
Additions and repairs----------------------------------- 41,000 
Miscellaneous__________________________________________ 8, 000 

Total------------------------------------------- 455,000 
· I have no doubt that these figures will be a revelation to many 

before whose eyes they will come, and if they wonder thereat I know 
their wonder will grow when I tell them that all of these substantial 
sums, along with the modest profit of the sugar company, were, pri
marlly, wrung from 4,806 acres of land, or an area of but slightly 
in excess of one-fifth of a single township. 

But this isn't the end of my prosperity story by any means. The 
most important addition to it is that next year, as demonstrated by the 
experience of fot·mer years, every one of these acres is destined to give 
a yield of 25 to 50 per cent in excess of .!in average crop of grain, this 
being a direct result of the deep plowing, intensive cultivation, and 
weed extermination incident to the beet crop of the year before. 

Nor is it necessary to stop here in enumerating the rewards of the 
beet grower, for in the beet tops he has a fodder of an estimated value 
of from $8 to $10 per acre. These tops, however, if left in the field, re
store most of the plant nourishment that has been taken from it, and 
if the beet pulp could also be restored in its entirety the soll would be 
just about even, since sugar bas no value as a plant food, and, in. fact, 
is not so much a product of the soil as of the air and sunshine. The 
beet pulp, however, has a great value as a food for cattle, and none is 
permitted to go to waste. Beet growers in the neighborhood of the fac
tory have access to it without exi;iense to them, and for the past three 
winters J. H. Letts, of Letts, Iowa, has drawn upon it for the fattening 
of several hundred steers, kept in yards adjoining the factory. · 

Another valuable by-product cf the factory is the lime cake which 
results from the vast quantities of lime used in the purifying process. 
It has a distinct value as a fertilizer, and is especially valuable for the 
correction of soil acidity. 

IOWA SOIL IDEAL. 

That northern Iowa soil and climate are well adapted to profitable 
sugar-beet culture is now assured beyond a doubt, but the early years 
of the factory's existence were uncertain and troublous. Farmers were 
slow to take hold of the proposition, and to secure acreage was a task 
both expensive and arduous. The first season's crop was satisfactory 
only here and there, but it was observed that the German farmers who 
had had experience on their native soil got splendid returns. Profiting 
by this demonstration, after the second year the company arranged to 
provide reluctant growers with field workers of experience. These were 
found in the cities of adjoining States, being mainly Ger·man-Russian 
families lately arrived from the beet-growing sections of their native 
country. The rewards offered in the Iowa beet fields were so much 
greater than they had been accustomed to that they were easily per
suaded to exchange their slum environment for the fresh air and sun
shine of Iowa farms. A large percentage of these families have found 
permanent homes in the localities where they were employed, and not a 
few, gratified at the results of their labor for others, have bought ot· 
rented small pieces of land. The other day Secretary Moore showed 
me 21 contracts signed by the heads of such fam1lies who, for the first 
time in their existence, are going to experience the delight of not having 
a landlord over them. They are prodii?ious workers, thrifty, fairly in
telligent, and law-abiding, and that tney will make good citizens in 
their new environment is beyond question . 

What the ultimate destiny of these impressionable cbildt·en of the Old 
World would have been were they left in the haunts of vice from which 
they were taken admits of enough doubt to make me secure ln counting 
some measure of benefit to our social condition as yet another benign 
attribute of the beet-sugar industry . 

.And still another incidental benefit of this industry is the solving of 
the hired-man problem. '.rhe beet workers above alluded to are skilled 
farm laborers and they are not afraid of work. Neither do they make 
it a condition of their employment that they be provided with a horse 
and buggy to go gallivanting o'nights. During the haying, the oat 
harvest, and the corn husking the beet fields do not require their atten
tion, and during these periods the farme·rs in the sugar-beet sections are 
never up a stump for help, as they so frequently were before the ad
vent of this new industry. 

SOME OF THE BENEFITS. 

As to the benefit conferred upon the soil by sugar-beet culture I have 
previously alluded, but my attention has been called to a specific case 
which I believe is worthy of particular mention. Two years ago last 
fall Moses Ackles, a successful l\lichigan grower, went to Osage to grow 
beets for the Waverly factot·y. After he bad rented a 94-a'Ct·e tract of 
land for the purpose he learned that it had been in the hands of a long 
series of renters and was badly run down; also that it was seriously 
afflicted with quark grass. Nothing daunted be went ahead and raised 
a crop of beets, securino- 9 tons to the acre. The following year, 
1911, he seeded it down to clover, planting a cover crnp of oats. 'l'he 
oats yielded 50 bushels an acre, topping anything in the neighborhood, 
and later he cut what proved to be the only good stand of clover in 
Mitchell County. One thousand dollars was offet·ed but refused for it. 
Another reward was the complete elimination of the quack grass. 
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If the incidental rewards of a sugar-beet crop are taken into consider

ation, 7 or 8 tons per acre may be regarded as better than the return 
of an average corn crop, but that such a yield can readily be doubled 
is shown by the results attained by the following widely scattered 
growers: 

~.1t.s~~~; g~~:e~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
F. M. Williams, Steamboat Rock .........•••••................ 

~:f :~1\~~~5;~~::::::::: :::::::::::::::: ::: : : : : ::: :: : 

Acres. 

20.n 
83.n 
33.59 
32.62 
18. 58 
18 

Tons per 
acre. 

16.40 
15.14 
14.63 
12. 76 
14. M 
17 

It will be observed that the above were all large growers. Some of 
the smaller growers secured even a larger tonnage per acre, and Lee 
Campbell, of Osage, - makes affidavit to the remarkable yield of over 28 
tons from a measured acre. 

TO~N.A.GE INCREASES. 

The fact that tonnage 9er acre has increased year by year until last 
year it was better than 5 per cent better than the :first year beets were 
grown here shows what increased knowledge of beet culture has accom
plished. The campaign of education and supervision has been an ex
pensive one, however, and along with the expense of securing acreage, 
has dug deep into what might otherwise have been added to the com
pany's profits, but the fact that the necessary acreage for next season 
was secured practically without solicitation shows that sugar-beet cul
ture in nor·thern Iowa is past the experimental stage, and that it now 
would be no difficult matter to secure tonnage enough to operate several 
factories of the capacity of that at Waverly. 

On the horizon of this promising industry there is now but one cloud, 
but that is rather an ominous one. lt takes the shape of an energetic 
and well-financed propaganda on the part of the refiners to take the 
tariff off of raw sugar. Ostensibly this propaganda is conducted by a 
"committee of wholesale grocers" and in the interest of the consumers, 

.but one day while I was present at the Hardwick committee investiga
tion in Washington I saw a witness put through a sweating process 
that brnugbt out the illuminating fact that he in himself constituted 
this ~ntire committee. and that the refiners had put up every dollar for 
the tons of literature with which the country has been flooded. When 
I lenrned that this gentleman was Frank C. Lowry, sales agent of the 
Federal Spreekels Refining Co., I began to suspect that refiners not only 
expect to reap the full financial benefit of the proposed tariff reduction, 
the immense sum of ~50,000,000, which is now collected by the Gov
ernment, but that their still greater ambition is to be able to manipu
late prices so as to destroy or at least check the competition of domes
tic sugar, grown from a production of 40,000 to 600,000 tons since 1896 
:rnd which undersells the refinery product every day in the year. An
other important disclosure at the hearing was that Arbuckle Bros., 
who now have the country by the throat with reference to coffee, are 
leaders in the fi ght for free raw sugar, undoubtedly with the expecta
tion of eventually inaugurating a second process of high-handed robbery 
upon the consuming public. All things considered, I have decided that 
there are occasions when even a fundamental free trader can consistently 
oppose tariff reduction and that this is one of them. But aside from 
my personal views as to this matter. and because I feel that the beet
suga1· industry of Iowa could not withstand the assaults the refiners 
would make upon it, I feel that the people of this State ·should be 
advised of its present status and future possibilities, and for that pur
pose this article is penned. 

(Public letter of Mr. George E. Lichty to Mr. Miller.) 
DEA.r. MR, MILLER: I read your article on the beet-sugar situation in 

Iowa, and I want to congratulate you on the splendid manner in which 
the same was presented. 

For a long time I have known something Qf the so-called JYholesale 
Grocers' Association, which, in fact, almost entirely means Frank C. 
Lowrey and Arbuckle Bros. When western wholesale grocers, however, 
attempted to explain the situation and to contend that they were not a 
part of the organization they immediately became objects of suspicion. 
Your article, I am pleased to state, relieves the jobber of that embar
rassment. 

I believe that when the people thoroughly understand the sugar situa
tion, particularly in the State of Iowa, it will mean that we will pro
duce more sugar than the State of Louisiana and of a quality that will 
be j::ist as good if not better. The product of the Iowa sugar factory 
this year has been most satisfactory. We have never sold cane sugar 
that was any better, and we are only sorry that it is impossible to have 
the splendid product of the Waverly factory to sell throughout the 
entire 12 months of the year. 

I am writing this to you to say that very few jobbers are in sympathy 
with the movement you have so thoroughly ventilated. 

With personal regards, I am, very truly, yours, 
GEO. E. LICHTY. 

W .A.TERLOO, February 14. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
All time has expired on this paragraph. The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment offered by the gentleman from Wyo
ming. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
Mr. GOOD. Mr. Chairman--
The CH.A.TUMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 

rise? 
Mr. GOOD!' Fer the purpose of offering an amendment. 
Mr. l\fA1'1N. To the first paragraph? 
l\Ir. GOOD. Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa offers an amend

ment to the first paragraph, which the Clerk will report. 
Mr. GOOD. It is on line 10. 
The. CHAIRi\IAl~. We have not reached that yet. The Clerk 

will read. 

The Clerk r ead as follows : 
1. Sugars, tank bottoms, sirups of cane juice, melada, concentrated 

melada, concrete and concentrated molasses, and molasses, maple sugar, 
maple sirup, refined sirups, glucose or grape sugar, and sugar cane 
shall be admitted free of duty. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend
ment, which I send to the Clerk's desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Nebraska offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows : 
On page 2, line 10, after the word " cane," strike out the balance of 

the paragraph and insert in lieu thereof the following: " One-half cent 
per pound: Provided, That on and after the 1st day of July, 1912, and 
unti the 1st day of July 1917, there shall be paid from any moneys in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated to the producers of sugar test
ing not ·less than 96° by the polariscope, from beets or sugar cane 
grown within any of the States of the Union, a bounty of one-half cent 
per pound : And provided furthe1·, That on and after the said 1st day 
of July, 1917, and for five years thereafter, the said bounty shall be 
reduced to one-quarter of 1 cent per pound, and after the expiration 
of said five years no further bounty shall be paid. Said bounty shall 
be paid under such rules and regulations as the Com.missioner of In
ternal Revenue, with the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, 
shall prescribe." 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. Chairman, I think it will be admitted by 
all candid-thinking men that if the bill is passed without 
amendment the result will be that all the beet-sugar factories 
in the United States will have to suspend operation and go out 
of business. We have at the present time in the United States 
71 beet-sugar factories. They produced this year, in round 
numbers, something more than a half million tons of sugar. 
They have been increasing in number and steadily increasing 
in their output. This increase has not been as rapid as tlle 
advocates of this policy in the past had hoped and expected. L 
confess that I have been disappointed in this development, and 
yet I believe that there are a great many reasons w9y we should 
not so legislate as to entirely wipe out this industry. There 
are a great many reasons why we should not be dependent 
entirely upon the foreign supply for the sugar which we must 
necessarily consume. There is no doubt but what the Sugar 
Trust is in favor of free sugar. If the beet-sugar industry could 
be destroyed they would expect to gain an entire monopoly of 
the sugar trade of the country and thu's control its price. The 
testimony taken before the committee appointed to jnvestigate 
the Sugar Trust, I think, shows without doubt that the pro
duction of beet sugar has had a tendency to keep down the 
price of sugar to the consumer. The Sugar Trust practically 
controlled all the supply outside of that made from beets. This 
evidence shows that each year when the product of the beet
sugar factories was put upon the market the price of sugar to 
the consumer invariably went down. Before the supply from 
the beet-sugar factories was put upon the market the Sugar 
Trust was enabled to control the importation of sugar and to 
arbitrarily raise the price. No one doubts but what the Sugar 
Trust could control and would contr9l the cane-sugar product, 
because that sugar is imported in its raw state. It is not 
marketable to the dealer or the consumer, but the only bqyers 
are the refiners of sugar, and because the Sugar Trust controls 
the refining of sugar it can easily be seen why they want the 
tariff removed so that their raw material will be absolutely 
free. I know it is claimed that free sugar would permit beet 
sugar to be imported from Germany and that for this reason 
the Sugar Trust would not have a monopoly. This would be 
true if there were an overproduction of sugar, but when we 
remember that there is seldom a surplus and often a shortage 
of the world's supply it can easily be seen that even if beet 
sugar were imported the importers of such sugar, naturally 
being desirous of obtaining the largest price possible for their 
product, would raise the price up to the standard fixed by the 
Sugar Trust. -They could do this, because neither the beet
sugar people nor the Sugar Trust would have enough product 
to supply the market, and as long us there wa.s market enough 
to take the supply of both beet and cane sugar the beet-sugar 
importers would naturally raise their price up to the standard 
fixed by the Sugar Trust just the same as under present con
ditions the independent refiners of sugar raise their price up 
to the level of the price fixed by the Sugar Trust. 

The Sugar Trust a few years ago purchased considerable 
stbck in some of the beet-sugar factories of this country. Some 
of this has been disposed of, but some is still owned by the 
trust. They would be very glad, however, to lose their compara
tively small investment in beet-sugar factories if they could 
drive the beet-sugar producers in America out of the field, if 
in doing so they could obta.in a monopoly of the market. Their 
profits l1y such a monopoly in six months would be vastly 
greater than the losses they would sustain by the destruction of 
beet-sugar factories, and when we consider that this monopoly 
would last indefinitely we can easily see why it is that the 
Sugar Trust is anxious to annihilate the beet-sugar industry of 
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thls country._ If our beet-sugar factories did nothing else than 
to have the effect that I believe history shows- they have had, of 
preyenting an entire monopoly of the sugar trade by the Sugar 
Trust, we can well afford to levy a small duty and to pay a 
small bounty to keep them in existence and to save the Ameri
can people from the evils that will come from an arbitrary and 
tyrannical control of the price of sugar by this great monopoly. 
If the beet-sugar industry were wiped out, we would be depend
ent entirely upon the foreign sugar for our domestic supply. In 
case of a war between our country and any foreign nation, par
ticularly if such foreign nation was any one of the great coun
tries tllat had a reasonably large navy, our supply of sugar 
would be practically cut off, and we would be absolutely and 

·completely helpless. If not entirely cut off, the dangers of im· 
porting sugar across the ocean and bringing it into the United 
States would be so increased on account of the hazard that the 
price would go away beyond reason and away beyond the 
ability of the ordinary citizen to purchase. Many millions of 
dollars have been invested. in beet-sugar factories. It would be 
an injustice, it seems to ·me, by one stroke of the legislative pen, 
to wipe them off of the map. The amendment which I have 
proposed would give the consumer practically the benefit of 
free sugar, and at .the same time it would save the beet-sugar 
factories. For fh·~ years the bounty would be only one-half 
cent per pound, for the next five years the bounty would be only 
one-quarter of 1 cent per pound, and then it would entirely 
disappear. It is belie-ved that within that time the develop
ment of the beet-sugar industry would be such that it would 
be able to exist without the protecting benefit of this bounty. I 
am not defending the present sugar schedule. It is not only 

·unfair, but it is absolutely iniquitous. The infamous Dutch 
standa1·d color test contained in the present law and that has 
for a great many years been included in the sugar tariff, is. in 
my judgment, absolutely indefensible and wicked. 

Ily its unjust provisions the effect has been to keep out of the 
American market a cheaper grade of sugar that the poorer 
classes of people would have been able to purchase at a reduced 
price. This grade of sugar is just as good in quality as refined 
sugar and, for some purposes, perhaps better. It lacks only 
the color. To depri-ve our people of the ability to purchase this 
grade of sugar at a lower price than refined sugar has been an 
injustice that has been tolerated entirely too long. Since the 
in>ention of the polariscope, a scientific method of testing sugar, 
there has been no possible excuse to retain in the law the oJd 
Dutch standard color test. We ought to legislate so as to 
make the price of sugar to the American consumer just as cheap 
as possible. At the same time, I belie-ve that it would be un
wise to take any step that would place the American consumer 
of sugar entirely within the grasp of the Sugar Trust, or to 
drive the producers of American sugar entirely out of business 
and thus place the American market entirely under the control 
of foreign producers of sugar. I think we can all agree that 
the present ta.riff on sugar is entirely too high, and yet the 
desirability of developing sugar production in the United States . 
must be admitted by all. This bill is proposed by men who do 
not expect to see it enacted into law. It is only a politician's 
move in the great political game. It is known by those who 
have brought this bill in that it can not become a law in the 
form in which it is introduced. Indeed, it is doubtful if many 
()f those who are behind it really want to see it enacted into 
law in the form in which it now is. It is the product of poli
ticians and not of statesmen. 

We are presented, however, with a peculiar parliamentary 
situation. Under the Con titution a bill like this must originate 
in the House of Repre entath·es. The Senate has no constitu
tional authority to originate this kind of legislation. It can 
only consider it after it has passed the House. If, therefore, 
under the Constitution we are to secure a revision of the sugar 
schedule, the bill must pass the House before it can be coo.
sidered in the Senate. Unless some bill revising this schedule 
does pass the House, the sugar schedule can not be i·e-vised. I 
belie-ve, therefore, that e>en though the amendment which I have 
offered, or some imilar amendment, be not agreed to here, that 
those who belie1e in a revision of the sugar schedule would be 
justified in -voting eTen for the original bill as introduced, be
cause only in that way can a. revision be had and relief be 
obtained from the iniquity of the present unreasonable and un
fair sugar tariff. Tbe only hope of real revision is that the 
Senate will so amend the bill that it will give the proper and 
legitimate relief. If the Senate in its consideration of the sub
ject, properly amends the bill, as I believe it will, there is some 
hope that in conference a result may be reached that will give 
relief to the American consumer of sugar and at the same time 
protect the American citizenship from the cruel monopoly of the 
Sugar Trust and the domination and control of our market by 

the foreign producers of sugar. For these reasons I shall vote 
for the bill now pending, even though all amendments are voted 
down. · 

Mr. DODDS. .Mr. Chairman, the sugar question is one in 
which, we are all interested. From the very smallest consumer 
to the highest sugar magnate all are interested in our sugar 
supply and in its prices. We have come to be known, and 
really are, the great sugar-consuming nation of the world. 
Fully one-fifth of all the wor-ld's supply is consumed within 
our borders. In the year mu our actual consumption of this 
product reached the immense aggregate of 3,351,391 long tons. In 
comparison with this Great Britain consumes but 1,831,388 tons; 
France, 653,269 tons; Germany, 1,134,071 tons; and Russia, 
1,021,519 tons-showing that we alone consume nearly twice 
as much as Great Britain and much more than France, Ger
many and Russia combined. -Now, of this large amount which 
we consume, it is known that nearly one-fourth is produced 
within the United States proper; that slightly more than one
fourth comes to us from our insular possessions-the Philip
pines, Ha wail and Porto Rico-and that all of the balance 
except a small portion-about 200,000 long tons-comes to us 
from the Island of Cuba. Under our present regulations all of 
the sugar that comes to us from our insular possessions comes 
into the country duty free, and what comes to us from the 
Island of Cuba comes to us subject to only four-fifths of the 
full duty charged the foreign product; so that all of the sugar 
that comes into the country bearing full duty---0ut of the large 
amount that we consume-is only about one-seventeenth of what 
we really use. Of the sugar that we ourselves produce about 
three-eighths is cane and maple-there being but a small quan
tity of maple, about 8,000 long tons-and the balance is made 
of the beet. 

It will be well for us to remember, too, that in late years
and co-existent with the life of the beet-sugar industry-the 
prices of sugar have in nowise increased. Varying conditions 
and different tariff regulations have produced changes in'.prices; 
but the prices of sugar, both at wholesale and at retail, are less 
to-day than they were in 1889, when the beet-sugar industry 
was really commenced. 

oun CANE-SUGAR I:!'<DUSTRY. 

While our cane-sugar industry is not and-fi·om the present 
outlook-never can be of anything like the importance to us 
that our beet-sugar industry is and will continue to be, 
nevertheless it is an industry that means much to that portion 
of the country in which sugar cane. can be mised. Accorning 
to the majority report of the committee, submitted on this bill, 
near-Jy 5,000 persons-besides those engaged in the production 
of material on the plantations, estimated at 60,000 during 
harvest and 30,000 for the remainder of the year-are gi1en 
employment through this industry; the average number of wage 
earners employed. during the year being about 4,000 and tlie 
remainder being salaried officials and clerks. 

From•the same report it will be seen that the amount of capi
tal now invested in the industry is upwards of $36,000,000; 
that the salaries and wages of the officials and w.age earners 
aggregate more than two and one-half million dollars yearly; 
and that the value of its yearly products is almost $30,000,000. 
Surely this is a.n industry in which we may all De intere ted 
and upon which the blighting influences of this bill should not 
be laid, since the effect of the legislation proposed would be to 
crash it out of existence. And why will it not do so? 

If we ex.amine the same report-Table 4, page 3-we will find 
that the total quantity of cane sugar produced in Louisiana and 
Texas in 1909 was 334,100 tons, and that the total co t of pro
duction was $25,039,000-equirnlent to $74.944 per ton, or $3.747 
per 100 pounds. Now, at this cost of production, how could the 
southern producer afford to produce his product in competition 
with foreign sugars that can be delivered in New York, if duty 
free, for $2.443 per 100 pounds, that being the average cost of 
raw sugar during the past 11 years? Surely .he could not do 
so and pay for material and labor what he is now paying~ So, 
if this bill should become a law, he would have to do one of 
two things: He would have to pay much less for labor employed. 
and for materials used, or he would haYe to discontinue llis 
business. Do our friends on the othe1· side of the House want 
him to grind down the wage of the laborer in the factory and 
on the plantation to meet this difference? Or do they want him 
to stop the manufacturing of his product, so that we may have 
the privilege of investing the $25,039,000, which he pays out 
yearly for labor and materials, in the pr-0ducts of foreign coun
tries? Is this "a consummation devoutly to be wished," my 
southern friends? Remember that there will be just that 
amount of money less in your "Sunny South Land .,lat the end 
of each year, if _he does. 

. 
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Would it not be a cruel shame for you to compel him to do 

so? Think of it, my friends; and-if I may be allowed to use 
Biblical language--you may yet " repent of the evil which you 
were about to do unto your people." [Applause.1 

OUR BEET-SU'GA.R INDUSTRY. 

The position which the Republican party has always taken 
in connection with the beet-sugar industry is easily ascertained. 
Up to the year 1891-the year in which the McKinley law went 
into effect-there had been manufactured in this country, in the 
aggregate, less than 17,000 tons of beet sugar. The l~w referred 
to placed raw sugar up to No. 16 Dutch standard, m color, on 
the free list, and proyided for a duty of only one-half a cent 
per pound abo-re that. Under this law the industry was fos
tered by way of bounty-the producer being given 2 cents for 
each pound of sugar produced-and under it the industry flour
ished: the aggregate for the years 1891 and 1892 being more 
than the production of all previous years combined, and the 
product of each of the years 1893 and 1894 being much greater 
than such aggregate. 

So well was this industry intrenched in 1894, when the Wil
son law was enacted, that it continued to grow and prosper 
until in 1897, when the quantity produced more than doubled 
that of 1894-the sugar produced in the later year being 40,398 
long tons. The following year the quantity produced dropped 
back to 32,471 long tons; but since then the increase has been 
rapid-dropping back slightly in each of the years 1907 and 
1908 because of weather conditions-until in the year 1911 we 
produced 5-06,825 long tons, and now ha·re in prospect for the 
present year an estimated production of something like 540,000 
long tons. 

Since the year 1897 the tariff duties on sugar coming into 
the United States have been changed materially: 

First. The product of Porto Rico-increased from 38,663 long 
tons in that year to 280,622 long tons in 1911-comes in duty 
free. 

Second. The product of the Philippines-increased from 32,394 
long tons in that year to -168,408 long tons in 1911-comes in 
duty free. 

Third. Under our reciprocity treaty with Cuba, in 1903, her 
pro<luct comes in at 80 per cent of the regular duty. In 1910 
we obtained from her, under this treaty, 1,640,182 long tons; but 
in 1911-because of shortness of crop, there--we obtained but 
1,4ml,259. Had there been no short crop last year it is plain, 
under the facts already stated, that we would not have had to 
pay full duty on any sugar imported in that year; for such 
shortness of crop-230,923 long tons-was much more in amount 
than the full-duty-paying sugar-199,062 long tons-that we had 
to.buy. 

Fourth. Under the Payne law, passed in 19-09, the duty on 
refined sugar was reduced 5 cents on each 100 pounds. 

That these changes in rates, actually taking place, and other 
changes constantly being threatened have kept the sugar ques
tion in the air, and have greatly retarded the growth of the 
beet-sugar industry, no one having a knowledge of the subject 
will gainsay and few will even question. 

Situate in my own home town, in the heart of the Michigan 
beet-producing territory, are the walls of a partially constructed 
sugar factory: abandoned in 1903, when we granted the preferen
tial rates to Cuba under' our treaty with her. Few, indeed, are 
claiming that the duties now existing are not high enough; but 
let it once be known that the regulations are to be left as they 
are for a reasonable term of years and the sugar-beet industry 
will go ahead by leaps and bounds; and the production of 
sugar will so increase that we will in our time, and this before 
long, see the United States in connection with her insular pos
sessions producing all of the sugar necessary to supply our full 
demands; and those who follow us will be blessing the fore
sight that will be keeping them from dep~denc~ upon oth~r 
countries for their supply of that commodity which they will 
ha\e to have even though it shall take their hundreds of mil
lions yearly to obtain it. 

But we are told by some that our increase of supply is not 
keeping pace with our increase of demand; that while our 
yearly supply of beet sugar has increased only 466,427 long tons 
since 1897, our yearly demand has increased 1,100,300 long tons; 
but bow illogical and misleading is this when we consider that 
while the demand bas increased only about 49 per cent the beet
sugar supply has increased about 1,155 per cent; the increase 
in the one case being only arithmetical while in the other it 
has been geomeh·ical increase. Given energy and material and 
geometrical increase is the law of · growth. Given American 
energy and enterprise, with a practically limitless. field, then 
geometrical increase will be the law of sugar production. There
fore the end of the next 15-year period-1927-would show 
6,237,000 tons produced, while the consumption, increasing at 

the established rate of 49 per cent, would show 4,993,592 tons; 
so that production would not only have overtaken consumption, 
but we would have about one and one-fourth miilion tons for 
export, and this resulting from the growth of the beet-sugar 
industry alone. [Applause.] 

Now, l\fr. Chairman, situated as we are respecting this indus
try, what is the course which we should pursue? It is a matter 
settled-as well as such a matter can be settled-that the cost 
of producing beet sugar in this country. is now about $3.50 per 
hundred pounds. This is disclosed by the proofs taken in the 
Hardwick committee investigations, pages 2379 and 2380; and 
it is as well established that the average cost of raw sugar 
at the port of New York during the past 11 years has been, as 
before stated, $2.443 per hundred pounds-same hearings, page 
3350. Add to this the cost of refining-not more than 50 cents 
per hundred pounds-and we have the actual cost of refined 
cane sugar, in the hands of the refiner, as being $2.943 per 
hundred pounds. Now, with the actual cost of beet sugar to the 
producer, $3.50 per hundred pounds, and with the actual cost 
of refined sugar in the hands of the refiner not more than $2.95 
per hundred pounds-which would actually be the condition 
should this bill become a law-what would the beet-sugar pro
ducer have to do? 

The answer is inevitable, and must be the same as that given 
ih the discussion of the cane-sugar question; his labor and his 
materials-the latter being largely the labor of the beet pro
ducer-would have to be much reduced or he would have to en
gage in some other business that could be conducted at a. profit. 

No need to repeat this question to Republicans, for the real 
Republican always wants to stand by his party's teachings and 
carry out his party's promises. , Republicans voiced what were 
their sentiments upon this question when in 1890 they provided 
for the bounty given to the sugar producer by the McKinley 
law · and in their national platform of 1896 they denounced in 
no ~ncertain terms the action of the Cleveland administration 
because of its not keeping faith with the sugar producer. The 
language of that platform is well worth repeating, well worth 
remembering : 

We conde!nn the present administration for ~ot keeping faith with 
the sugar producers o! this country. The Republlcan Party favors sucll 
protection as will lead to the production on American soil of all the 
sugar whkh the American people use, and for which they pay other 
countries more than $100,000,000 annually. 

What would be the declaration in a party platform at this 
day, if made by the great men who made. that one, wh:D:
after takirig in free the products of Porto Rico and the Philip
pines-the expense to our people for foreign sugar is still nearly 
$90,000,000 annually? 

Are we going to continue to pay out this immense amount 
of money each·year, or are we going to stand firmly upon the 
ground we occupy and let it be known that we are to stand by 
the producer of sugar in our land until our industry becomes 
so developed that we can supply our own demands? But one 
question should be raised in opposition to this, and that ques
tion is, Can we do it? And to this question but one answer 
will be given by the man who understands the sugar question, 
and that answer is, Of course we can. [Applause.] • 

And why not? In his annual report, published in Will_ett & 
Gray's Weekly Statistical Sugar Trade Journal on January 12, 
1912, F. 0. Licht, the great German statistician, states that 
acreaO'e in beets in that country during the past three years has 
not a~eraged more than 1,107,000 acres-equivalent in area to 
but two of our ordinary counties in the Middle West-and this 
is not more than one-two hundred and fiftieth of the Jund 
adavted to beet raising in this counh'y, the official statement 
of the Secretary of Agriculture--to be found in Senate Docu
ment No. 22 Sixty-first Congress, first session, page 27-show
ing . that w~ have at least 274,000,000 acres of land in. this 
country, all of which is adapted to beet culture. And m a 
recent annual report he also states that-

If we only consider those localities in this country that have the best 
facilities fot• taking up the beet-sugar industry and limit t!le te1-ritory 
to that portion capable of producing our own consumption of sugar, 
it might be said that the United States possesses some material advan
tage over Europe. 

With these facts before us, and knowing that with this 
small-in comparison-acreage Germany produces over 2,000,000 
long tons of sugar each year-nearly two-thirds of our consump
tion-why should .we hesitate to embark upon the project of 
producing entirely our own sugar? Surely, 'Yith mat~ers. as 
they are, nothing stands in our way except our mdetermmat10n. 
[Applause.] 

To be sure we can not now produce either the quantity or 
the quality of beets upon our lands that tl;l.e Germans. can. pro
duce upon theirs; but neither could they produce, m either 
respect, when they first commenced what they can n?w produce. 
The fact of the case is that the longer the land is used for 
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beet-producing purposes-being properly rotated with other 
crops-the better it becomes for the particular purpose, and the 
better it becomes for all other purposes; the cultivation that has 
to be given it for this one purpose adding to its worth _for all 
purposes. In our beet-producing territory in :Michigan we :find 
that the lands used for this purpose become greatly improved, 
and that the yield of other crops afterwards gathered from them 
are greatly in excess of the yield of the same crops from other 
lands in all respects as good. 

Eventually, if we can rely upon the best information that we 
have, our land will be as productive, both as to quantity and 
quality, as are the German lands; and when that period shall 
be reached all the handicap the .American producer will have 
will be the difference between the price paid labor here and the 
price paid labor there, and this every .American should stand 
for. It is tliis difference between the price paid labor here and 
paid it elsewhere that makes our ~ountry what it is; and no 
American with the right kind of blood in his veins will want to 
lessen that difference, except it be through the uplift of those 
competing with us-which we should always have in mind and 
aid-and not by the lowering of our own conditions to meet the 
level of theirs. [Applause.] . 

In conclusion, Mr. Ohairman, let me ask who are the parties 
principally interested in the lowering of duties on sugar in thi~ 
country1 and who are the parties who will be benefited? Trace 
almost any ·effort jn this direction and it will lead you to the 
refineries-the giant sugar institutions that want to get sugar in 
their hands as completely as oil is in the hands of the Standard 
Oil Co., as coffee is in the hands of the Coffee Trust, and as 
steel is in the hands of the Steel Trust. They see, as those like 
them always can see, that when competition hall be crushed out 
matters will be wholly in their own hands, and they will be in a 
position to say "Up," and the price will go up, there to remain 
as suits their own s'~eet will. The consumer will have to pay 
the price; the $52,000,000 now collected by the Government will 
be lost to it, and will find its way eventually into the pockets of 
tlle refiners. They know this, and what they ask of Congress 
is the removal of the duties on sugar so that the beet-sugar in
dustry may be destroyed-thus leaving them in the~eld alone. 
They want to ham matters in their hands always, as they had 
them last year for a time--.a.nd until the producers of beet sugar 
came into the market with their products: the testimony of Mr. 
Wallace P. Willett, of the firm of Willett & Gray, before re
ferred to, a sugar expert .engaged by the Hardwick Committee, 
on page 3581 of hearings, being as follows:• · 

There is no question whatever, Mr. Cho.irman, that the coming onto 
the market in October of the Michigan sugars and other domestic sugars 
dropped the price from $6.57 in October down to $6.11 in November and 
December $5.63. . 

Aud see, further, his testimony on pages 3153--3154 of same 
hearings: 

If it were not for the domestic sugar industry, sugar in this country 
would be to-day very considerably higher. • • • I would not be 
surprised if it would not be a cent a pound more but for the beet and 
cane sugar produced in this country. 

And, again, page 3978 of hearings : 
In all ese an11Jyses I reach the same eonc1usion-tbat to decreaso 

the price of sugar to the consumer, increase the domestic production as 
rapidly as possible. 

It seems useless, l\lr. Ohairman, to cite testimony as to this 
matter. We already know tbese tr~1ths without testimony; 
but if anything had been necessary to show us the attitude of 
the refiners, and what we might expect should we get abso
lutely into their hands, the object lesson of last year should 
have opened our eye , and we should have become cognizant of. 
the fact tllat we are "skating on thin ice.,; and if we desire to 
keeIJ the price of sugar where it is, and if we desire to build up 
our own sugar industry-and thus keep ourselves out of the 
hands of the few refiners who want the duty on sugar removed, 
so that this industry may be destroyed-then we must see to it 
that the wishes of these men are not complied with. No one 
who wants competition destroyed is either directly or indirectly 
looking out for the interest of the consumer. The desire to 
destroy competition is always interested, ancl always points to 
self. This we should keep in mind and ever heed. 

Mr. Chairman, I am against the provisions of this bill, and 
I shall be against the provisions of any other bill in which the 
dutie on sugar, either r11w or refined, shall not equal the dif
ference between the cost of production at home and abroad. 
We hould build up our home industry, so that when we buy 
we will buy of ourselves, and thus at the end of the transaction 
have both the sugar purchased and what we shall have paid for 
it. This was the sentilllP.nt e]{pressed by Lincoln in his memor
able discussion of the tariff, and is as true to-day as when he 
uttered it. [Applause.] 

l\fr. BHOUS ARD. :Mr. Chairman, a parliamentru.·y inquiry. 
The CHAIRl\IAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. I want to offer an amendment to page 2, 
line 10. May I do so now at this stage of the proceedings, or 
must I wait until that paragraph is read? 

The CHAIRMAN. The paragraph will have to be read first. 
l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. Does the gentleman from Louisiana 

want to offer an amendment to the sugar· paragraph? 
l\!r. BROUSSARD. Yes, 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Then, Mr. Chairman, I will ask that all 

debate on the pending amendment be closed with that on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman f1·om Nebraska [Mr. 
NORRIS]. 

The OHAJR1\!AN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Alabama? [After a pause.] The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Nebraska [l\Ir. NORRIS]. 

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced tllat 
the noes seemed to have it. 

l\Ir. NORRIS. A division, Mr. Chairman, 
The committee divided; and there were--ayes 48, noes 3. 
So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. fr . Chairman, I offer an amendment, 

which I sen{! to the Clerk's desk. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Louisiana [.Mr. 

BnoussARD] offers an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
On page 2, line 10, strike out the words "free of duty" and insert 

the words " at the prevailing rate of duty, omitting the d1trerential and 
abrogating the Cuban preferential." 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. Chairman, if my Democratic col
leagues on this side of the House really intended to reduce the 
price of sugar to the _consumers of this country, this is the 
proposition that they should have presented for the considera
tion of the House. 

There is nothing in the Democratic platform calling for the 
destruction of any industry in this country. There is, however, 
a provision in the Democratic platform calling for the placing 
on the free list of articles mauufactured by a trust, and those 
familiar with the sugar question ill this country know full 
well that the producers of sugar, those engaged in cultivating 
beets in the West and those engaged in cultivating sugar cane 
in Louisiana and our Lland possessions, are not engaged in 
any trust. They know full well that the sugar manufactm·ers 
of this country who import their raw sugar from tropical coun
tries alone are responsible for the conditions that exist in this 
country with respect to the price of sugar. 

I would like to have been allowed an hour in which to dis
cuss this proposition, but the management on this side of the 
House have seen fit to deprive me of an opportunity to be heard 
ou this que tion. I am permitted in my own right to use but 
five minutes. I want to say to the gentlemen on this side tllat 
if they were not engaged in a game of buncombe on the Amer
ican people they would reject the proposition in the bill now 
pending before the House and adopt thi provision which I 
have offered, which would put the Sugar Tru tout of busine s 
and permit the people of this country to enjoy the benefit of 
cheaper sugar. [Applause.] 

But they are not willing to do that. The very evidence on 
which they predicate this bill, the very statement of the expert 
employed by the committee that has beeu investigating the 
Sugar Trust, negatives the proposition put forth by the leader 
of the majority and by the gentleman from Georgia [llr. 
H.Aru>wrnK]. Those gentlemen concede that Mr. Willett is the 
best expert in this country on sugar, and I confirm that state
ment. In my judgment, he is the best expert upon the price of 
sugar not only in this country but in the world. 

He lays down this proposition, that the best way in which to 
reduce the price of ugar to the consumer is to increase the 
domestic production of sugar as quickly as pos ible. He made 
that statement on as many as six different occasions during 
those hearings, and yet gentlemen come into this Rouse and 
submit this proposition, that in order to decrease the price of 
sugar to the consumer in this country yon mu t destroy, they 
say, the domestic production. They have taken a position just 
opposite from that of the expert who they claim knows lllore 
about this subject of sugar than anyone else in this country. 

Now, the chairman of the committee on ye terday in his 
addre s dealt extensively with the world's price of sugar; dealt 
at some length on the effect of this legislation upon the beet
sugar indush-y of the West; but he passed by almost unnoticed 
the question of the production of sugar from cane in Louisiana 
and our island possessions, and when one of my co1lea rrues 
[Mr. RANSDELL of Louisirum.] asked if the effect of this bill would 
not be to destroy the sugar industry of Louisiana, he frankly 
admitted that he was not informed on that question. Ile comes 
here with a proposition by which it is proposed to destroy 
$150,000,000 of values in the State of Louisiana-with a pro-po-
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sition in which it is intended to take investments and property 
and throw them into the scrap pile. He comes here with this 
proposition and frankly admits that the committee itself has 
not even given consideration to so important a matter as to be 
able to inform the House whether he proposes to destroy all 
of this property or !lot. He comes before this House, and I 
undertook to ask hiin a question in regard to the fact of 
whether or not when sugar was free under the McKinley bill 
_the price to the consumer was not even higher during the four 
years of its operation while that law was in force than it is 
to-day, even though bearing a duty equivalent to nearly 64 per 
cent ad valorem, but I could not get an answer to that question, 
except that he denied it and said that he would furnish the 
figures. I went out and obtained the figures and came back, and 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. HARDWICK] was speaking. I 
asked the privilege of interrupting him and of propounding the 
same question, holding these figures in my hand, but the gentle
man had no time to yield to me. What is the reason for all this 
haste about legislation that will destroy so much of American 
wealth, so much of American labor, and which will cast upon a 
Louisiana community so much disaster as is contemplated in 
this bill? 

'rhe CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Louisiana 
bas expired. 

:J\Ir. BROUSSARD. Mr. Chairman, l, ask unanimous consent 
that I may be permitted to proceed for five minutes more. 

The CH.AIRMAN. The gentleman from Louisiana asks unani
mous consent to continue for five minutes. Is there objection? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I stated in the beginning 
that I disliked to object to the request of gentlemen for unani
mous consent to proceed, but in order that everybody may get 
in under the five-minute rule I shall have to insist upon a strict 
observance of the rule, which requires that only five minutes be 
allotted to each speaker. 

l\Ir. BROUSSARD. Why, I was allowed an hour on yester
day, and the gentleman's motion took it away from me. The 
gentleman ought to be fair enough to permit me, when he pro
poses to destroy the prosperity of the State that I represent on· 
this floor, to at least speak for five minutes, in or<ier that I may 
present the facts to this Congress. [Applause on the Repub
lican side.] 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
1\fr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I simply wish in my own 

time, in response to the statement of the gentleman--
1\fr. BROUSSARD. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
1\Ir. BROUSSARD, Is the gentleman speaking in his own 

time, recognized now? 
The CHAIRMAN. He is. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. By the Chair or by unanimous consent? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama is recog-

nized by the Chair. 
Ir. UNDERWOOD. l\Ir. Chairman, being in charge o_f a bill 

reported here by one of the committees of the House, it was 
not my duty to parcel out the time to those in the House who 
are opposed to the bill. I did desire that the gentleman from 
·Louisiana [Mr. B&oussARD] should have an opportunity to de
bate the bill. I endeavored to arrange that he might have that 
opportunity. 

1\Ir. BROUSSARD. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. No one- else has objected to my having 

that oppo1~tunity but the gentleman from Alabama. [Applause 
on the Republican side.] 

1\Ir. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman is mistaken. 
1\Ir. BROUSSARD. I have heard no other objector. · 
l\lr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman from Alabama can not 

lay aside his lluties to this House and to the legislation of 
which he is in charge to accommodate any one gentleman on 
the floor of this House. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Will the gentleman permit a question? 
1\fr. UNDERWOOD. I will ask the gentleman to wait until 

I finish my statement. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. Right upon this point I should like to 

ask the gentleman if he did not abandon his duty as leader of 
this House, in charge of this measure, when he says he did not 
control the time in the matter of the discussion of the bill? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Why, certainly not. The time of this 
House was controlled, under the rules of the House, by the 
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. I made an offer to abrogate the rule, as is cus
tomary here~ and asked unanimous consent--

1\lr. BROUSSARD. I did not object to it. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD (continuing). For 11 hours of general 

debate, to be equally controIJed by the gentleman from New 

York [Mr. PAYNE} and by myself. If I had controlled the time, 
I would have given the gentleman the time that he desired, but 
when objection was made and the bill was interfered with, it 
became my duty, then, to see that the House had an opportunity 
to vote on the bill in a reasonable time. There as no desire 
on my part to prevent the gentleman from Louisiana having an 
opportunity to debate, and the gentleman from ·Louisiana--

Mr. BROUSSARD. l\1r. Chairman, the gentleman does not 
want me to speak, and· I make the point of order that the gen
tleman limit his remarks to the amendment which I have offered. 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman h;is chal
lenged my position upon the fio-0r, has reflected on what I was 
attempting to do for him,. and it was the exigencies of the case 
that arose-

1\Ir. BROUSSARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise to a point of order. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD (continuing). That prevented my do

ing so. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. l\.Ir. Chairman, I make the point of order 

that the gentleman is not speaking to the amendment that I 
have offered. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama will pro
ceed in order. 

l\.Ir. UNDERWOOD. l\Ir. Chairman, I will state that the 
gentleman did not speak to his amendment either, but I shali 
obey the rules of the House and submit. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] 

Mr_ ROBERTS of Nevada and Mr. MANN rose. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman 

from Nevada [l\fr. ROBERTS]. 
l\Ir. MANN. Mr. Chair~ I hope the gentleman will recog

nize me for a part of the time. 
Mr. ROBERTS of Nevada. I yield. 
l\Ir. l\IANN. And that the Chair will then recognize the gen

tleman from Nevada for the remaining portion of the five min
utes. What I shall say will not be in order, and if any gentleman 
desires to can me to order I shall stop-. The gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. UNDERwoonJ has repeated on several occasions 
that ~e offered to have 11 hours of general debate upon this 
bill, but the g~tleman from Alabama is mistaken in his recol
lection. He never made such an offer. 

Mr. HOW ARD. Mr. Chairman, r rise to a point of order 
that the gentleman from Illinois is not discussing the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. MANN. If gentlemen are afraid to debate the bill and 
afraid to haye the method of debate discussed, I am satisfied 
to sit down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois will proceed 
in order. 

1\Ir. l\IANN. They are afraid of both things. Fraidy-cat ! 
[Laughter.] 

l\fr. ROBERTS of Nevada. Mr. Chairman, the loud protest 
that comes from the State of Louisiana through its Representa
tives at this time i:eminds me of the fact that I have in my 
office three machines, all Underwoods. Two of them ·are type
writers and the other is a duplicator. All perform their func
tions in a thoroughly satisfactory manner, and the dispatch with 
which the work is turned out is a wonder; but when it comes 
down to the- question of easy political expediency, they are as 
naught compared with the great machine in this House, com
monly known as the Underwood political machine. [Laughter 
and applause- on the Republican side.] It has presented to this 
House u bill affecting thousands upon thousands of our people 
and their interests, and it intends putting through the measure 
in the space of a fe'.Y short hours, a measure which will strike 
a death blow to one of the greatest agricultural interests of this 
country. 

Mr. HOW A.RD. Mr. Chairman, I rise to a point of order. 
The . CH.AIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. HOW ARD. I make the point of order that the gentle

man from Nevada is not discussing the amendment under con- · 
sidera ti on. • 

l\fr. ROBERTS of Nevada. I am discussing the amendment. 
The CH.AIRMAN. The gentleman will proceed in order. 
Mr. ROBERTS of Nevada. I am coming to it. [Laughter.] 
Mr. HOW ARD. l\fr. Chairman, the point of order is that he 

come to it now. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will proceed in order. 
l\fr. ROBERTS of Nevada. Yes, it is a wonderful machine; 

an Underwood machine, and it turns out much pernicious and 
promiscuous legislation, and I might add, if permitted to con
tinue, will succeed in turning out of employment thousands of 
workingmen in this country a.ifd in destroying--

1\Ir. HOW ARD. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the gentleman is not discussing the amendment. 
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Mr. ROBERTS of Nevada (continuing). In destroying our 
greatest industries. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I insist that the gentleman is 
discussing th amendment. 

Mr. HOW A D. He is not discussing the amendment. 
Mr. MANN. I do not think the gentleman from _Georgia 

knows what the amendment is. 
lli. HOW ARD. I think i do, and I think I hm·e about as 

much power of conception as has the gentleman from Illinois. 
Mr. MANN. Then the gentleman ought to display it. 
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will be in ·order. The 

-gentleman from Nevada wlll proceed in order. 
Mr. ROBERTS of Nevada. Mr. Chairman, I can not sit idly 

by without protesting against the destruction of an infant 
industry in the State I represent, at Fallon, in Churchill County, 
the center of the great Truckee irrigation project, where hun
dreds of thousands of dollars are being expended in the beet
sugar industry, which gives promise of becoming one of the 
most stable industries in the State. The Government has ex
pended millions of dollars in that reclamation project, and now 
that those settlers who have taken up land in that section, 
struggling under the most ad\erse conditions and regulations, 
ha\e extensively engaged in the culture of sugar_ beets, which 
are adapted to that soil, it is proposed to strike down their 
industry without time for an open and free consideration of the 
questions im·olved. If ever an infant industry needed protec
tion it is the beet-sugar industry in this country, and I em
phatically protest against the passage of this measure, which 
is so framed as to leave out entirely the element of protection. 
l\lany measures of like importance have heretofore been rushed . 
through this House in the same manner, and I verily believe 
that the Underwood Ways and Means Committee might properly 
be termed the" Underwood Free-Trade Duplicator." [.Applause 
on the Republican side.] 

· l\Ir. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I would hesitate 
to impose upon the indulgence of the House at this time were 
it not for the fact that I am notoriously a timid man and am 
apprehensive as to the fate of my scalp should I return to my 
constituency without having given voice to my protest against 
this measure and venturing to suggest what seem to me good 
and substantial reasons for my opposition. 

It is indeed deplorable that this great economic question 
should be exposed to the rniasmatic and contaminating in
fluences of petty politics, yet it is not to be wondered at when 
we stop to consider its many angles and the inducements 
offered the politici:m to reach the unsophisticated through an 
appeal to their cupidity. The mere words "free sugar" cun
ningly whispered into the ear are sufficient to deaden the 
trumpet sound that breaks its fulfillment to the heart. Of a 
truth can it be said-

And be these juggling fiends no more believed, 
That palter us in a double sense; 
That keep the word of promise to our ear 
And break it to our hope. 

No measure has been introduced into this body since I be
came a member of it that has offered a higher bid for dema
goguery, and at the same time an incentive for exalted patriot
ism and non partisanship. · It is an industry which, tracing it 
back to its earliest infancy, has never as yet reached the age 
when it could stand alone withont the fos1ering care of legis
lation. There has never been an hour in the history of any 
civilized country when in its struggles for honorable existence 
it has been without that crutch. Human law~ have apparently 
been more prodigal of help than scientific. TP,e 'latter factor 
has but recently appeared upon the scene,. and yet with these 
combined agencies, the world's increasing population and our 
consequent increasing consumption, the industry is subjected 
to other and newer enemies. Land is becoming scarcer. It 
must fight its way through the phalanx of such seared and 

.lusty veterans as cotton, tobacco, corn, wheat, and legions of 
others for a footing, and the result in the final contest will be 
the survival of the fittest .. 

A BRIEF HISTORY OF SUGAR 

A short review of the history of sugar may not be inappro
priate at this juncture, and may, per~hance, prove instructive 
by way of pointing a moral as well as adorning a tale. 

Up to the sixth century the saccharine substance was obtained 
principally through the industry of the busy bee. The first 
sugar obtained otherwise than as the product of this innocent 
benefactor of mankind was from the bamboo, but for many 
centuries its use was principally medicinal, and the ancient 
simile, "Like an apothecary without sugar," thus had its origin. 
In passing I may observe that this ancient saw has no peculiar 
application to the "shop" of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, for there seems to be no appreciable lack of medicine 

issued to us people of the West, and, similarly, on this occasion, 
to our friends from Louisiana. It has been administered to us 
persistently in allopathic doses from day to day and from night 
ta night. 

If there is any virtue in the old axiom, " Misery loves com
pany," I should have consolation in the •fact that my distill- · 
guished friend from Louisiana LMr. BRoussARD] and his col
leagues are made just now to take their medicine along with us. 

·There is a difference, however, in our l;ichrymose condition. My 
wells are dry from exhaustion, whilst his are full to overflow
ing, the pump having just started. But his will soon dry and 
we shall, I regret to say, shortly find him on the other side of 
the table, enjoying my · discomfort in the company of the 
majority. 

THE FIRST TRUST. 

There seems to be ris much confusion of tongues concerning 
this schedule as there was upon the plain of Shinar, when the 
last brick was placed on the tower of Babel. Some place the 
blame for the high price of sugar upon the trust; others at
tribute it to the tariff, and some seem to recognize the trust 
as of modern origin as applied to this industry. But as far 
back as 1420 was born the first sugar trust. A certain Venetian 
evolved a new method of refining sugar an.cl received 100,000 
crowns ($120,000) for his invention from the Venetian Govern
ment. Her fleet was then the mistress of the seas. She con
trolled the world price of sugar for more than 60 years. 

She ran the price up in 1482 on the London market to $275 a 
hundred, and by the close of the fifteenth century the price of 
sugar on the London market had decreased to only $53 per 
hundred. Then, by accident, the West Indies were discovered, 
and through a cooperatlon of the English and Spanish the pro
duction of sugar was so stimulated by heavy import taxes and 
liberal bounties that the price gradually fell, and it was not 
until the year 1515 that cane sugar was first introduced into 
Haiti. Spain and Portugal in the sixteenth century dominated 
the industry in Europe, and it was not until 1585 that London 
became an important refining center of sugar for the Euro
pean trade, and it is a singular fact that she did not capture 
the trade until she went into the slave traffic and populated 
the British West Indies with captured negroes from Africa. 
In 1662 a company known as The Royal .Adventures Co. Trading 
to Africa, was chartered and entered into a contract with the 
English Government to deli"rnr 3,000 negroes annually to the 
British West Indies. It is also a notable fact that her su
premacy waned when she declared against the slave trade, ln 
1828, and she completely lost it when the slaves were emanci
pated in the British colonies, in 1833: Then the business gravi
tated to tne_ Spanish, Portuguese, and French, who still main
tained slavery, and at that time more than one-half of the 
world's sugar was produced by slave labor in Cuba, Porto Rico, 
Brazil, the French colonies, Dutch Guiana, and Louisiana. In 
fact, the first negroes ever sent to this country were from Santo 
Domingo, in the year 1751, accompanied by sugar cane sent by 
the Jesuit Fathers of Santo Domingo to the Jesuits of Louis
iana. As sugar had been the cause of the most intense com
mercial wars in Europe since the tenth century, and as it only 
prospered where- negro slavery was introduced, and found its 
lodgment in Louisiana for the sole purpose of the cultivation of 
the cane, it is not too great a flight of imagination to say that 
the war of 1861 is traceable to the introduction of cane sugar 
upon this continent. It should be borne in mind also that 
coincident with the discontinuance of the slflTe trade and the 
emancipation of the negroes by the English the beet-sugar indus
try began its greatest strides. 

THE SECOND AND PRESEXT TRU ST. 

I have referred to the first Sugar Trust recorded by history. 
I now invite your attention to the next trust whicb history girns 
any account of, and which was born upon our own shore . 

The first sugar refinery in the United States was estabiished 
in 1689 on Liberty Street in New York, but the business dill not 
assume importance until ·the middle of the succeeding century. 
At the close of the seventeenth century Philadelphia was the 
largest refining center, and Boston was holding second place. 
It was not until about the year 1805 or 1 06 when this country 
received two German immigrants named Frederick and William 
Havemeyer, and the name, as you know, is now the synonym of 
"Sugar Trust." They started a small refinery in the village 
of Greenwich, which is now a part of the city of New York. 
They were well qualified, having had valuable experience in the 
method of refining sugar in Germany. They controlled but a 
small capital with which to inaugurate their enterprise, but it 
was not long before they had dominated the refining business 
of this country and they and their descendants have controlled 
it ever since, and the latter are now the dominating influence 
behind the Sugar Trust. 
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I am -tempted here to digress -for a moment to refer to a col- In 1910 we sent there horses and mules amounting to $299,643; 

loquy which occurred between our distinguished leader [Mr. fiour, $4,'632,000; eoa1, $2;166,502·; hennery products, $75-0,000; 
UNDERWOOD;] :and myself upon the fioor-whiw .evoked con- fertilizer, $559,000; meats and dairy products, $7,018,858; forest 
sidemble a pplause, in answer to my inquiry t-0 the eff.ect that, prod:uets, $2,7{)4,684; potatoes, 1,041,152 bushels. The growth 
"Since when had the Democratic Party omitted to foster infant ·of this trade is shown by its steady climb. In 1909 the exports 
indush·ies by a protective tariff?"" He answered 'in effect, amounted to $48,217,689; in 191-0, to $57,780,617; and in 1911, 
it never had; "1t was wholly a Republican policy. I -am re- to $62,280,509. Our farmers' market there will be transferred 
minded that sugar producers and •su.gar reiiners have been to Oanada., whleh now stands ready to take advantage of the 
protected by duties upon imports of sugar since the formation of abrogation of this treaty which this bill compasses. 
the Gov-e-rnment, and we l)emocrats take special pride in the I especially desire to call .attention to the man-elously rapid 
fact that up to the Civil Wa.r the Democrati-c "Party was in and profitable growth and development of the beet-sugar 
power, and that therefore these must hav-e been Democratic industry in this country since its comparatively recent intro
measures. duction as contradistinguished from the many centuries of 

I have no doubt, h-0wever, he would answer that it was for energetic and diligent effort that have been devoted to the up-
revenue purposes onJy, .and yet the ·facts are ihat under the building -0f the cane-sugar industry. 
administration of Mr. Madison in 1812 these tw-0 Havemeyers Take my own State :i.s .a.n illustration. It has only been 11 
and the Louisiana planters were the beneficiaries of the raise years .since the first beet-sugar factory was built, whereas there 
of duty from 9 to 1-8 cents per pound on refined sugar, when the are now 17, and there are a number of others in course .of 
'duty upon Taw sugar was only 3 -cents a pound, and this tariff cohstruction. The acreage sown in beets has increased over 
was not for re:venue, for it was absolutely prohibitory. It gave one hundred and fifty fold. Its cultirntion yields a revenue to 
these American refiners a complete monopoly ·on .refined suga:r our farmers and laborers of over $15,000,000 per annum. This 
and the Louisiana planters a complete monopoly on ruw sugar, enterprise affords -employment to thousands of our citizens -and 
and the duty was not placed below 10 cents per pound un.til its by-product furnishes fattening food for an ·immense number 
1842. There was, >0Ter this period, that long list of Presidents--- of cattle and sheep. It assures the farmer a greater pro.fit from 
Madison, Monroe, A.dams, Jackson, Van "Buren, and Harrison- his labor than any other crop, and if, as is claimed, free sugar 
some very sound DemocTats, we must admit; and more than will -destrGy tl1e industry, he will be eompelled to turn his .activi
that, from 1816 to 1842, a refundment w.as allowed on all re- · ties ill anoth-er and 1JOSSibly unknown and less profitable direc-
fined suga'I.' export.ed in excess of the duty on raw sugar. tion. Fidelity to our promised protection of infant industries, · 

'J.'his historical resume is pertinent .. because I was undertaking and as well our stewardship of the best interests of the A.mer
to demonstrate by my inquiries of the eommittee chairman that .iean fa.rm.er, should prompt us to pause before we inflict such 
the Democratic Party had not always turned its back ·upon a possible calamity upon .a .great domestic enterprise. 
the petition of infant industries, and that this legislation was Th-e rul-e of the greatest good to the greatest number can not 
enacted solely upon the theory of protection to what was then be 'Successfully invoked in this instance, for · not ·only has it no 
regarded as such an industry; -and it must be borne iR mind application, but we are confronted with a pr01JOSition directly 
th.at over that period of time the consumer was _paying the · the reverse. That there will be no refined sugar imported into 
maximum price for his sugar. 1 this country is quit€ manifest from the fact that under the pres-

ANOTHER TnusT. · ent duty, .and because of the world's demand for refined sugar-, 
there have thus far been no importations, and there is no reason 
to believe that refined sugar will come to us in preference to raw 
sugar, and that raw sugar will be imported in grea..ter abun
dance goes without saying, and that it must pass through the 
hands of the trust is equally certain. 

'The domestic sugar producer can only expect to stay in busi
rress becauEe of the trust's maintaining the present prices irre
spective of the duty, which, w'ithout doubt, it is enabled to do. 
.But it is very evident that fo.r a time it will not do so, because 
its only competitor, the beet-sugar manufacturer~ must be. put 
-out of business to 'Complete its monopoly. 

THE REAL BENEF ICIARIES. 

'I'his i·eminds me of another trust, namely, the one known as 
the Klaus Spreckels trust, on the Pacific coast. Spreckels ob
tained his raw sugar from Hawaii, and, by reason of his ,geo
graphical position, he c-0ntrolled the whole Pacific coast c-0untry. 
Apparently for his special benefit reeiprocity relations were 
entered into with Hawaii in 1875, by which sugar wns ad
mitted free . . Everyone can understand that- theoretically this . 
·meant the lowering of the cost of sugar to the :consumei-; but · 
the fact is-and it is within the common knowledge of all- ' 
that it had the very opposite effect. The price was raised to the : 
consumer. The man who carried his sack of sugar upon his 
back from Spreckels's sugar factory ·in San F.rancisco across 
the street paid a higher priee for it than di-d the man in Denver I am reminded in this ccmneetion Df a very significant state-
or in Kansas Oity. ment made by our distinguished leader, l\lr. UNDERWOOD, as fol-

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this bill is to place sugar upon . lows_: . . . . ., 
the free list. Its proponents contend that it will lower the price · . This bill, if ~t I:>ecomes a law, wm admit i.ree of duty sugar o~ every 

. . kmd and descnptlon from all of the markets -of the world. It is con-
of sugar to the consumer lil the amount -of the duty, namely, . tended that if we pass this bill we will destroy an American industry. 
1i cents per pound. Some, and possibly a majority, of those I do not believe that is true_, so far as the Ameri~n sugar-re~ning eom
who are opposed to the measure maintain that would be but -panies are eoncel"ned-that is, the cane-suga:i: 1.·efinmg cor:cpanies. 
the temporary effect. I am convinced that the measure would · We need go no further for authorlty to the effect that the 
ha Y.e but few supporters if its present -advocates could be : beet growers' ,and the cane growers' industry will be destroyed, 
brought. to a realizing sense of the great _probability of its being and that the :refiners (the Sugar Trust) will be protected. And 
but temporary, and can any thinking man after a careful in- yet there is a discordance even with this declaration in another 
vestigation doubt for one moment that the ultimate-and not part of his speech, and in which he elicited great applause from 
very ultimate-effect will be to drive Dut of business the ·pro- the House, when he said that $60,000,000 was being taken by 
ducers of both cane and beet sugar in the United States? the refiners .and the producers of suga:r to maintain the sugar 

It is contended by the opposition that the refiners~the Sugar . industry, wbich, aqded to the $52,DOO,OOO, amounted to o>er 
Trust-will be the direct and indirect beneficaries of the enact- 1 $115,000,000, as he said, which rested upon the bellies of . the 
ment of the measure, because in addition to the immense .ad- poor people of America; and the wonder to my mind, when he 
vant::ige they will have in the control of the entire imports they made that statement, was bow the people were going to recei>e 
will have tlrn indirect profit represented by a much smaller in- , the benefit of that $60,000,-000 that the refiners got, when the re
vestment of capital by reason of not being subjected to a revenue : fine-rs at the same time were not going to be inlured. 
tax. · But be that as it .may, my greatest wonder is that he should 

The proponents, on the contrary, maintain that they will be have indu1ged in any argument to show that the refiners, or the 
deprived of this advantage because of the importation of·refined trust, were not to be injured. It was the >ery fir.st intimation 
suga r, and, of oourse, it is conceded, if that were poss'ib1e, the coming from any source that anybody entertained any misgiv
consu.mer could be benefited. · ings in that direction. The investi·ga ting committee, known :as 

I shall not undertake to discuss, as some have, the effect of the Hardwick co.mmiUee, had -all the captains of the Sugar 
this bill upon the industry in Hawaii, th.e Philippines, Porto ·Trust before it, .and I quot.eat length from the testimony given 
Rico, and our reciprocity agreement with Cuba, except to say, by them as wcll :as rrom some of the so-called independents and 
as regards the latter, that the farmers, especially of this coun- . som.e manufaeturers of the beet sugar. 
try, are largely ·interested in exports to Cuba under the prefer- , Among an of the different interests represented at the hear
·entinl agreement, the benefit of which will be denied them by · ings before the special committee, it might well be expected 
the passage of the bill under conside.ration, and that the receipt ; that there would be a great difference Df opinion <>n many 
of Cuban sugar free must necessarily displace some of that subjects. On two vital_ ·questions, however, there was a prac
home product. tic~l'l rm.animlty of opinion. The first was that removal of the 

Our exports of farm and other products . to Cuba since our · tariff would be greatly to the advantage of the interest con
treaty of 1903 ha>e doubled. I will only n;:i.ention a few items: trolling the great refineries, and the second was that the re-
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mbval of the tariff would result in the utter destruction of the 
domestic sugar industries of the United States, both cane and 
beet. 

Both of these propositions would seem to be easily demon
strable, but since there has been an effort to becloud the issue 
upon this point, let the testimony settle the question. 

REFINERS WANT FREE SUOAR. 
CLAUS A. SPRECKELS, PRESIDENT FEDERAL SUQAR REFININQ CO. 

Mr. HINDS. In other words, perhaps, you would take it (the tariff) 
all otr, would you not, and have free trade? 

Mr. SPRECKELS. I would have free trade. (Pt. 27, p. 2277 of 
Hearings.) 

Mr. HINDS. You would have free trade in sugar? 
Mr. SPRECKELS. Absolutely. (Pt. 27, p. 2278 of Hearings.) 

CHARLES R. HEIKE, SECRET.l_RY AMERICAN SUOAR REFINI:N"Q CO. FROM 
1887 TO 1910. 

Mr. FORDNEY. Now, if the duty were reip.oved absolutely on sugar, 
could we produce either cane or beets in this country? 

Mr. HEIKE. I doubt it very much. 
Mr. FORDNEY. Then that would destroy the industry absolutely in 

this country? 
Mr. HEIKE. Yes. 
Mr. FoRD."EY. And you would approve of that? 
Mr. HEIKE. Yes. (Pt. 4, p. 292 of Hearings.) 

WILLIAM 0. GILMORE, PARTNER, ARBUCKLE BROS., SUGAR REFINERS. 
Mr. MADISON. In other words, you think the thing to do is to take 

off the duty, and that it would be to your advantage to take it off as a 
refiner of cane sugar? . 

Mr. GILMORE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. MADISON. And you would advocate the taking off of the duty? 
Mr. GILMORE. I' would, personally. I am only speaking now per-

sonally. (Pt. 14, p. 1169 of Hearings.) 
JAMES H. POST, PRESIDENT NATIONAL SUGAR REFINING CO. 

Mr. PosT. If Congress did not need the revenue from sugar. That is 
a different :gro1.wsition. But they have to have it from something, and 
sugar seems to be the thing that bas paid a part of it for a- great many 
years. As fa1• as I personally am concerned, I would like to see free 
J>ugar . . As we look at the country at large, however, I think it would be 
a very uµiair proposition. (Pt. 6, p. 527 of Hearings.) 

WILLIAM A. J .. JAMISO::-i, PARTNER, ARBUCKLE BROS. 
. Mr. RAKER. How would it affect you if there was no tax on the im· 
portation of sugar-raw sugar? 

Mr. JAMISON. I think it would enable us to run more constantly. 
Mr. RAKER. What do you mean by .that, now? 
Mr .. JAMISON. To keep up the capacity. 
Mr. RAKER. Will you explain it? . . 
Mr. JAMISO~. I mean we would be able to .sell more sugar. 
Mr. RA.KER. Do you not have· a supply all the time? 
Mr. JAMISON. Well, we are not able to run full at all times. 
Mr. RAKER. Because of the way raw sugar is shipped into the United 

"States? 
. Mr. JAMISON. Oh, no; on account of the beet product. If there was 
no duty, I do. not think the beet would be so prosperous1 and we would 
probably sell more sugar; if the duty was removed, I mean rn say. ci • • 

Mr. TIA.KER. · • • • What would you think would be a fair com
pensation [reduction J ? · 

Mr. JAMISON. I think there should be a cent a pound taken off at the 
present time at least, and later--

Mr. RAKEic. A little more? 
Mr. JAMISON. Yes; until it is entirely removed. (Pt. 14, p. 1195-

1196 of Hearings.) 
EFFECT OF FREE SUGAR ON THE DOMESTIC INDUSTRY. 

Edwin F. Atkins, vice president and acting president Ameri
can Sugar Renning Co. : 

(Hearings, p. 145.) 
l\Ir. HINflS. You think that the taking the tariff off would cripple the 

beet-sugar industry? 
Mr. ATKINS. Undoubtedly. 
Mr. HINDS. That is, you mean drive them out as competitors? 
Mr. ATKINS. It would cripple a great many of them. . 
Mr. HINDS. And what would it do to the Louisiana and Texas people? 
Mr. ATKINS. I do not think they could produce in Louisiana without 

some protection. 
(Hearings, p. 165.) 

Mr. MADISON. Suppose we were to have absolute free trade in sugars 
In this countl·y; suppose we just simply took down the bars and abso
lutely eliminated our tariff duties on sugar. You said a while ago that 
lt would destroy the beet-sugar man, did you not? 

Mr. ATKINS. Absolute free trade would destroy very many of the beet 
factories ; not all of them. 

Mr. MADISON. It would practically destroy them all, would it not? 
Mr. ATKINS. It would injure the industry-absolute free trade. 
Mr. MADISON. I just want to get the fact of the matter, whatever it 

may be. Would it injure it materi.ally or only slightly? 
l\u. ATKINS. Under absolute free trade there are very many beet fac

tories in the country that could not operate at all. Some of them could. 
Some of the factories that are protected by 1,000 and 1,500 miles of 
f1·eight rates could get along, where they get their beets cheap and pro
duce at a ve1·y law cost, as in California; they could survive, in my 
opinion. They say they could not. But absolute free trade would crip
ple many of the beet-sugar manufacturers. It would cripple the Louisi
ana people by bringing prices down to a point below their cost of pro
duction. That would not be the case with a little reduction in the 
tariff. They would go on and reduce their exEenses where they could 
and continue producing-. If you wipe out a arge source of supplies 
temporarily, you are going to advance the price of that merchandise. 

(Hearings, p. 173.) 

M.r. HINDS. If we should reduce in this country the tariff on sugar, 
if we should wipe it out, you say it would almost destroy the cane-sugar 
Industry in this country and the beet-sugar industry? 

Mr. ATKINS. Why, I think it woul1; because $1.34 a hundred is a 
great part of the price, you know. 

CHA.BLES R. HEIKE, SECRET.ARY AMERICAN SUGAR REFINING CO. FROM 
1887 TO 1910. 

(Hearings, p. 208.) 
Mr. FORDNEY. If the duty were removed on foreign imported sugar, 

would the benefits inure to the beet-sugai· industry and not to the 
refiners that refine foreign imported raw sugar? 

Mr. HEIKE. The refiners would have the advantage. 
Mr. FORDNEY. That is what I meant. 
Mr. HEIKE. The beet-sugar companies probably would find great diffi

culty in making beet sugars at all. 
(Hearings, p. 238.) 

Mr. FoRDNEY. Mr. Heike, I do not know that I made myself fully 
clear in one question this morning. I think we agreed on the same 
point, which is the reason I want to be clear. I think you stated to me 
a reduction of the duty on imported raw sugar would quite surely be dis
astrous to the domestic beet and cane industry and would inure to the 
benefit of the refineries? 

Mr. HEIKE. Yes, sir; I think the disaster depends upon the extent. 
Mr. FORDNEY. If we were to have free trade on sugar, the beet-sugar 

industries would be obliged to cease? 
l\fr. HEIKE. Yes; except the favored localities. 
Mr. FORDNEY. That is, if the price of raw-
The CHAinMAN. What is the answer, Mr. Heike? 
Ur. HEIKE. I say yes ; except the favored localities; for instance, 

California; I guess they could. 
Mr. Fon.ONEY. If the price of raw· sugar were to be reduced to the 

extent of tlle duty? 
Mr. HEIKE. Yes; and if we had absolute free trade. 
Mr. FORDNEY. The beet-sugar industry would have to go out of busi

ness? 
hlr. HEIKE. At least the Michigan, I think, would. Perhaps not. For 

that reason, if there was a reduction, it should be very slowly made. 
Mr. FonDNEY. Now, if the duty were removed absolutely on sugar, 

could we produce either cane or beets in this country? 
Mr. HEIKE. I doubt it very much. 
Mr. FORDNEY. Then that would destroy the industry absolutely in this 

country? 
Mr. HEIKE. Yes. 
Mr. FoRDNEY. And you would approve of that? 
Mr. HEIKE. Yes. 

HE.TRY T. OXNARD, BEET AJ.~D CANE SUGAR lll.ANUFACTURER. 
(Hearings, p. 440.) 

Mr. RAKER. How much do you say the duty could be reduced? 
Mr. OXNARD. Not a bit, not one farthing. If you .reduce it, you are 

going to knock out the beet business. The beet business has not yet 
developed to that point where it is time to talk of reducing the duty 
on sugar if you are going to build it up. If you want to stop it, reduce 
the duty. 
IIORACE HAVEMEYER, FORMERLY DIBECTOR AMERICAN SUGAR REFINING CO., 

NOW SUING FOR CONTROL OF NATIONAL SUGAR REFINING CO. 
· (Hearings, p. 597.) 

Mr. FORDNEY. l\!r. Havemeyer, let me put it in this way: If the duty 
were removed on all imported raw sugars right now-it has been clearly 
brought out here by several witnesses that the domestic industry can 
not survive without protection-and if the duty were removed right now, 
there is no question in your mind that the beet and cane industry of this 
country would have to cease doing business? . 

Mr. HAVEMEYER. Yes; that is my belief-if it were removed. · 
CHARLES B. WARREN, PRESIDE. T MICHIGAN BEET S'GGA.R CO, 

(Hearings, p. 721.) 

Mr. GARRETT. Free sugar would reduce the price? 
Mr. WABREN. You gave the Cubans a concession, you know--
1\ir. GARRETT. Free sugar would reduce the price? 
Mr. WARREN. Certainly, for awhile, until they drove us out of busi

ness, and then the Germans would take care of the price of dry granu
lated in Germany, and the ~ussians in Ru,ssia, and the French in France, 
and they would put the price on raw sugar up, and you would pay the 
price, and they would get it easier. That is what would happen to the 
United States. 

THOMAS R. CUTLER, PRESIDENT UTAH-IDAHO BEET SUQAR CO. 
(Hearing, p. 810.) 

Mr. CUTLER. I think they ought to be inquired into further. You are 
asking a question, and I will elaborate on it a little bit. The refiners 
are clamoring, of course, no doubt, for a reduction of the tariff. Who 
would be benefited by a reduction of the tariff? Why, the r efiners , as 
against the beet-sugar factories. The refiners, if they can buy their 
sugar for two-thirds of what they are paying to-day will, of course, be 
benefited. 

l\Ir. MAJ.BY. Raw sugars, you mean? 
l\!r. CUTLER. Yes; raw sugars. They will continue in business and 

they will sell more sugars. Sugar will become cheaper. They will sell 
more sugai· because sugar is cheaper. They will have less money in· 
vested in their business. There is a greater opportunity to make profits 
when sugars are low than when they are high. It ls all in favor of the 
refiners. There is a great howl for free n·ade on sugars, but they will 
kill the beet-sugar industry sure. 

(Hearings, p. 851.) 

The CHAIRMAN. You said this morning, during the progress of the 
examination, that the beet-sugar people could not get along without the 
present tariff. Am I quoting you correctly on that? 

Mr. COTLER. I feel that way-that they could not and pay dividends. 
The CHAIRMAN. And pay dividends; and ·you also said charge off the 

proper amount for depreciation of the plant? 
Mr. CUTLER. I said I could not. I did not apply it to anyone else. 

I let everybody else make their own stateme~ts. 
CHESTER S. MOREY, PRESIDE:N"T GUEAT WESTER!\! (BEET) SUGAR CO. 

(Hearings, p. 894.) 

Mr. MALBY. Something has been said with respect to the effect upon 
the beet industry in case of the repeal of the present tariff. Is that 
found to be advantageous? 

Mr. MOREY. We could not live without . the present tarifI. I do not 
believe there would be a beet factory in the United States if the tariff 
were removed. That is my honest opinion. 
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JOHN D. SPRECKELS, PRESIDENT WESTERN SUGAR REFINING CO. A.ND 
SPRECKELS SUGAR CO. 

(Hearings, p. 957.) 
l\!r. SPRECKELS. Take the tariff off of the sugar, and it means the 

death of the beet-sugar industry in this country. They employ lots of 
labor in the factories. Of course, they will have to seek other employ
ment if those factories are closed. 

(Hearings, p. 991.) 
Mr. SPRECKELS. My statement is that if the duty was taken off that 

would mean the annihilation of the beet-sugar interests in this country. 
Mr. MADISON. Yes. 
Mr. SPRECKELS. I mean the utter destruction of it. 

(Hearings, p. 1018.) 
l\!r. HINDS. So it is not absolutely certain that by doing as this cir

cular advises-taking off the protection from the beet-sugar companies 
and turning it to the refineries, the trust, and the other refineries-you 
would get cheaper sugar? 

Mr. SPRECKELS. No : not at all; because you are going to drive out 
the beet business, and, of course, there will be that amount of de
ficiency i and the question ls, Can that deficiency be made up elsewhere? 
And if it can not be made up, of course there will be a shortage, and 
then the law of supply and demand is going to rule. 

CHARLES W. NIBLEY, DIRECTOR, UTAH-IDAHO SUGAR CO. 
(Hearings, p. 1107.) 

Mr. SULZER. I say, so you believe that there is no legislation that 
Congress can enact in regard to the product of sugar and the s;ice of 
:~~8e~ tfh:~eeof.teople that would cheapen the cost of sugar to e con-

Mr. NIBLEY. Oh, yes; I think they could. If they took the tariff off 
of sugar entirely I think it would probably-probably cheapen the price 
a little temporarily, but it would be at the ruin of the great beet-sugar 
industry-the utter ruin. 

Mr. SULZER. You are pretty sure of that, in your judgment. 
Mr. NIBLEY. I am. 

(Hearings, pp. 1107-1108.) 
Mr. RAKER. There is one other question I would like to ask Mr. 

Nibley. He has been very positive in one answer, and I would like to 
have him take his time and get it in the record as he understands it. 
You say, if the tariff was taken off of sugar, the importation of sugar, 
raw and refined-I understand both-or either, that it would ruin the 
beet-sugar industry? 

l\fr. NIBLEY. Yes. 
Mr. RAKER. Will you explain, Mr. Nibley, why it would? 
l\fr. NIBLEY. Because sugar would be temporarily, for a year or two 

or three, cheaper, so much cheaper that it would ruin that industry, 
and my opinion is-of course, that can only be a matter of opinion 
with you or I or anybody-my opinion is that in a little while the 
price would come back to about where it was before, and that it might 
be fixed up in some way so that it would be even more. 

Mr. RAKER. But you did not get the purport of my question, and 
when I §Ct that I am through. You say it would ruin the beet industry? 

l\Tr. NIBLEY. Yes. 
Mr. RAKER. Which means the cultivation of the beets, the beet manu-

factories, and those engaged in either of them? 
Mr. NIBLEY. That is what it means. 
Mr. RAKER. It would ruin their business? 
ML". NIBLEY. Certainly it would. 
Mr. RAKER. They could not stand a reduction of half a cent? 
Mr. NIBLEY. No, no. I think some of the factories now are not mak

ing half a dollar a bag, on an average, where they have to ship it to 
the river. 

WILLIAM F. GILMORE, PARTNER IN ARBUCKLE BROS. 
(Hearings, p. 1168.) 

Mr. MADISON. Suppose we just went to work and took the duty off, 
then what would occur? 

Mr. GILMORE. There would be cheaper sugar. 
~fr. MADISON. What would be the effect as to your people-beneficial 

or otherwise? 
Mr. GLLllfORE. It would be beneficial in so much that we would have 

only about half the money invested in the job. 
Mr. MA.DISON. It would be beneficial inasmuCh as it would destroy 

the beet-sugar people? 
Mr. GILMORE. It would keep them at home. 
Mr. l\lADISON. Keep them in a limited locality? 

lli: ~~~- le:d leave the· field to you people that is naturally 
yours, as you feel? 

Mr. GILMORE. Our natural field ; yes. 
WILLIAM A. JAMISON, PARTNER IN ARB'GCKLE BROS. 

(Hearings, p. 1195.) 
Mr. JAMISON. If there was no duty, I do not think the beet would 

be so prosperous, and we would probably sell more sugar. If the duty 
was removed, I mean to say. 

F. C. LOWRY, SALES AGENT, FEDERAL SUGAR REFINING CO. 
(Hearings, p. 1612.) 

Mr. FORDJ\TEY. You do .not care a snap about the dom'estic industry, 
do you, in reference to this statement, if your statement just now is 
true? • 

Mr. LOWRY. You say I do not care a snap about the domestic in
dustry? 

Ir. FoRDNEY. No. You do not care whether it succeeds or not. You 
are not interested in the welfare of the beet and cane sugar industry 
of this country. · 

l\.fr. LOWRY. Not particularly; no. 
Mr. FORDNEY. You, then, would be willing to have sugar put upon the 

free list, even though it crushed out this domestic industry? 
Mr. LOWRY. No, sir. I do not think it would be quite fair to put 

sugar on the free list. I think it would be very desirable from the 
consumer's standpoint, but I am frank to say that I do not think it 
would be quite fair at this time. 

(Hearings, p. 1735.) 
Mr. FORDNEY. If. taking off the duty would destroy the industry, you 

would destroy it, would you? 
Mr. LOWRY. How is that? 
Mr. F'ORDNEY. If by putting imported raw sugars on the free list the 

(l.omestic beet and cane industries in this country would perish, · you 
would destroy them, would you? 

XL VIII--215 
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Mr. JAMISm<. Well, W-e are not; able to ·run fult at all times. · · · 
l\fr. RAKER. Because ot the way raw sugru: is shipped into the United 

States? 
Mr. JA . uso~. Oh, no; on account of the beet product. If there was 

no duty, I do not think the. beet would be so prosperous. and we would 
probably sell more smrar. If the duty was removed, I mean to say. 
(Jamison, 11!)5.) 

Mr.· SULZER. ! understood you to· say :that you bclieved the tariff on 
raw sugar should be materially reduced. 

Mr. JAMI ON. Yes. 
l\lr. SULZER. Just to what extent, in your judgment, should' It be 

reduced? 
:Mr. JAMISON. I should t:hink it should certainly be r_edue.ed 1 cent & 

pound. 
Mr. SULZER. One cent a pound? 
Mr. JA.M1SON. Yes. . 
Mr. SULZER. If it were reduced: by legislation..1 cent- a pound what,, in 

your opinion, would be the result? 
:Mr. JA.ursoN. Well, I think it wonl<l confine the sale of beets very 

lar~ely into their own ~t-ritory instead of permitting them to absorb 
freight i'ates and sell th.eir yroduct about 1.0 or 20 points under the 
eastern granulated coming into this rerritory. It costs them anywhere 
from halt' a cent to three-quarters of a cent per pound fre.ight to get it 
here. (Jamison, 1201..) 

Mr. H~DS. Can you tell me bow far- In the East the beet-sugar people 
a.re able to market their sugar? 

Mr. SPnECKELS. There is the dividin"' line on the MisS"Ouri River .. 
They ometimes come as far as Pitts-bur~ I think the American Beet_ 
Sugar Co. h:rs come once as far as. New York <i:.ity. 

Mr. Hrnos. Have they not come· into N~w England, Mr. Spreckels? 
Mr. SF.nECKELS. They have come into the State of New York. 
Mr. 1IL'1'DS. Rave they not also c.ome into New England some?· 
Ir. S2R.ECKELS: r think SQ. 

Mr·. ITews. One member of the firm of. Arbuckles testified that they 
had come into New England. 

1\Jr. SPRECKELS. Yes, sir. 
:Mr. HrxDs. Are they showing a tendency to come farther east_ all the 

time? 
Mr. SPRECKELS. They are. 
Mr. Hurns. And. they make the· COIIIJ.>etition. severer, if it" i-s- com-

petition.? 
Mr. SPnECKELS. Yes. 
Mr. Hnrns. Continually? 
Mr. SERECKELS. Yes, sir. They have frequentcy coJlle as far as. Pitts

burgh.. (C. A. Spreckels, 2267.) 
Mr. Hrnos. Mr. Spreckels, you have been can:ying on a campaign_ oo 

reduce the tariff as bG.Deflcial· to the· can.e-sugru: refiners? 
Mr. SPRECKELS. I have. 
Mr. HI~Ds. Of course, that will be damaging to the beet-sugar re

finers? 
:Ml'. SPRECKELS. To some extent it will. (C. A. Spreckels, 2275.) 
:Mr. Hrnos. In other words, pernaps, you would take it. (the tatlff) 

QlI, would you not. and have free trade-? 
Mr. SPRECKELS.. I would have· free trade. 
1.fr:. HD.-ros. You would have- free trade Ur sugar?· 
Mr. SPnECKELS. Absolutely. (C: A. Spreckels-, 2277, 2218.) . 

It not only appears from that testimony that- the· Sugar Trust 
is not to be hurt by the passage of this bill, but it appears that 
unless it is passed the beet-sugar industry wilL seriously inter
fere with the trust monopoly; and it bas been their effort, and 
it is their present desire, to get rid of this rt'\'al, and. e:veryone 
knows- what it means to get rid of ::t rh·aL It cei:tainly bodes 
no good to the consumer of the pr:odnct of the survivor. 

STATUS Oli' T1IE CON-SUMER. 

But Iet us inquire what are the naked facts regarding the 
status of the ultimate consumer. It is estima.ted we will pro
duce from beets this year 540,000 tons: of suga.T. TJiis is 15 
per cent of our total consmnption. Does it strike tb.e ordinary 
mathematical mind that if you subtract 15 peJ: cent from the 
total of our consumption. it will make sugai· cheaper? On. the 
contrary, doe.& it not imnress the mind exactly the·cont:I:ary?· 

That i& not alt The market fur this sugar oruy lasts about 
three months of the year. During those three months it con
stitutes 36 per cent of our consumption, and as the market- is 
circumscribed to a territory not farther east than Buffalo or 
Pittsburgh, and not farther than south of the Ollio River, say 
St. Louis, dnrin" those months. it supplies 70 per cent of their 
consumption. Ou.r Secretary of Agriculture states that at least 
274,000,000 acres in the United States are suitable for the pro
duction of sugar beets. Had beets. been raised thereon. la t year, 
~nd the crop been an average of last yea.r's yield, and ha.d it been 
converted into sugar, the supply, at the present rate of ccmsump
tion, would meet the demands for 21000 years. Th.ere is less 
than one-half of a million of this acreage now in cultivation,. and 
yet we produce 15 per cent of om· entire consuniption. 

So it is demonstrable that in order to get cheaper sugar it is 
necessary to raise more sugar from our limitless resoarces. I 
quote M.r. Willetts, the most eminent authority upon that sub
ject, from the testimony taken before the Hardwick: committee. 
But1 first, l~t Mr. HARDWICK, the gentleman in charge of this 
bill and the chairman of the Hardwick committee, introduce 
1\Ir. Willetts, his chosen expert. He says Mr. Willetts is the 
"greatest sugar statistician in .America and among the very 
greatest in the world" r 

- (Willett, pp. 3083-3084.) 
. :Mr. SULZER. What, In your judgment as an e~ert, would bring 
~~~~~~e1~er0taui~n\ri:i~t~of!t~; 7the cost of manufac ured sugar to ~he 

Mr. WILLETT. By increasing the amount of W>mestlc production and 
ln Porto Rico and Hawaii-that ls, by increasing th~ quantlcy of sugar 

within the- United' States tu the extent that we would be required to 
purchase no sugar whatever at world prices. Last year we bought 
only 77,000 tons at the wol'ld price. We were as near as that to that 
condition in 1910. We did come within 77,000 tons of being entirely 
free and independent ot the wotld's prices, whereas- a few years before 
we had been unporting. 6,700,000 tons. (Misnrint; should be 670,000.) 

Mr. SULZER. In other words, you think it advisable for the Govern
ment of the United States to do everything within its legitima te scope 
to encourage the growth of cane and beet sugar in the United States? 

MT. WILLETT.. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SuLzE:n. And in ow: insular possessions? 
l\fr. WILLETT. Yes, sir; in our insular possessions. 

(Willett, p. 3580.) 
Mr. Hixos. Then, Ur. Willett, the world's price for sugar is not a 

supply-and-demand pi:ice entirely . is ft? 
1\!r. WILLETT. What reference has- that oo Russia? 
Mr. HINDS. With all these arrangements of bounty a.nd: these other 

arrangements, it results that the supply and demand of sul?'Ul·s--
. Jiir. WILLETT (~rposing). You mean. it is not free to seek a nroper 

level? 
Ur. Hn.-ns. Yes. 
lli. WILLETT. No ; it is not- free throughout the woTld to seek a 

proper level of price. · 
Mr. HINDS. And the world's price is an ar:tiliclal price? 
fr. WILLETT. To the extent that the trade of the world is not free 

and ?J?en and clear and it is sub.iect to bounties and restrictions and 
~O:~~~ora_s0 1

?at we want to do lS to get indepandent of a.11 that, and 

Mr. HI. vs. Sup-pose we increaEe considerably in tbe Philippines and 
Cuba increases considerably and the beet-sugar supply in. this country 
doubles, will not that make revolution in sugar? 

Mr. WILLETT. Most decidedly. That is what I say-increase the 
Cuban, Porto Rican, Haw.aiian, Philippine, and domestic cane and beet 
sugar industry to a point above our requirements for consumption up to 
500,000 oons, so that if Cuba should give out some year and not pro
duce much sugar we would still have enough f<>r our consumption 
Then we would be indeyeudent of the world, and we would make our 
own (world's) price. 

Afr. HINDS. And what ought that price to be in the United State ? 
. Mr. WILLETT. That price, after .e'1flalizing the production to consumy

tion, will denend upon the competition between the difi'erent inte1'ests--' 
between Cuba, Porto Rico, Ra wail, a.nd the domestic beet -and· cane in
dustry. They will all be working to get our market, and the consumer 
then will get the advantage. 

Mr. HINDS. And probably we would get the cheapest su~ar. on ea!'th? 
Mr. WILLETT. We would get the cheapest sugar on earth under those 

conditions. There is no doubt about that. . 
Ur. Hmns-. And is tfiat situation reatcy in sight, do you th.ink? 
lli. WtLL_ETT. We came within. 74..000 tons of it in rn10, and this 

year; accordmg to the outlook of the Cuban ci:op at the present moment, 
we will come-I should sa..v that we might meet it, provided that the 
shortage in_ E_urope does not infringe upon our Cuban reserve. Already 
the United. Kingdom bas bous:;:ht 140,000 tons away from our supply in 
Cuba, but they are resel11ng it, or trying tQ. 

(Willett, pp. 355G-3557.) 
Ur. WILLETT. * * * This promotion. of our industry is a much 

more vital point-from tbe consumers' standpoint included-than is a 
reduction of .tariff to a point that lets in fQreign sugar and thereby 
diminishes the h.ome protection. Whenever we 'l'.each th.e condition 
indicated, competition between our free and partially free duty pro
ducers- will be:gih' and th"e consume.rs wilt beneiit thereby and the· Gnited 
States wilT be entirely free from the speculative and other influences 
which control the world's price, a.nd it is not unreasonable to expect 
that, under th.e condition indicated, the nited States will become a 
considerable exporter of its surplus production to the foreign countries 
which may be short of SUIH)lies, as under. present co~ditions abroad. 

As snowing the ultimate effect of home production equal to or sur
passing home consumption, I call attention specially for earnest con
sideration to the fact that in 1910 we reached this desired consumma
tion within 74,000 tons, and as a result we were almost independent of 
Eur:ope; so much so, in fact, that we got our supplies fJ.·om Cuba at 
over one-half' cent per QOUnd under world's prices, durln.g which time 
one man (Santa Maria.) was carrying on a big bull gpeculation. in 
Europe, in which we would certainly have been ~involved but for this 
limited amount we required th.at year. In lllll the Cuban crop-- fell 
short of 1910 by 320,898 tons, and we req_uired 212,182 tons from al.Jt·oad 
to complete our £upplies ; hence we were involved in the world's prices 
in 19:Ll, and the result was a. hue and cry against the high, prices of 
sugar. I am no"t making an argument, but am simply pointing to the 
facts that appear to me to make the consideration of the incr:ease in our 
local supplies of greater importance in legislation than a reduction of 
duties beyond certain limits, those limits to be such as will positively 
exclude all sugars outside those of oux States and dependencies. 

(Hearings, p. 3752.) · 

Ur. MA.r;BY. When we assemble ourselves and say "If it wer:c not 
for the tarifi' WC would get sugar a cents per pound less," I sincerely 
doubt it, because of the fact that if our expectations we1·e r ealized, 
nnd it was reduced 1~ cents per pound, I venture the suggestion there 
would be no sug.ar produced in the United States; and if no sugar Wl!re 
produced_ in the United St:a.tes, which production now amounts to 
850,000 tons, the price of sugar would not be reduced li cents, but by 
i::eason of that quantity beinl? taken from the world's supply the chances 
are more than equal the price to the consumer under those conditions 
would be the full amount of the duty now paid. Now, those are matters 
which I want to submit to you, and ask you whether or not they arc 
entitled to very careful consideration at all times when we are dealing. 
with this subject 

Mc WILLETT. I think. Judge MAL""BY, you are absolutely correct in 
every statement you have. made, in the event of the entire duty being 
taken olf of sugar. 

(Willett, p. 3978.) 
In all these analyses I reach the same conclusion-that to n.ecrease 

the price of sugar to the consumer, increase the domestic production as 
rapidly as possible. 

No one denies that the temporary effect will be to Iowel' the 
wholesale price of sugar, but the testimony is of too meager a 
character to predict that the taking off of the duty will cause 
a reduction to the consumer even temporarily. But everyone 
.will agree that we will put it in the power of the re.finer, or the 
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Sugar Trust, to control the price, and he may or may not lower 
the price, depending upon how his interest may be best . sub
served. The testimony shows that he unquestionably will first 
put all of the sugar men out of the business by lowering the 
price, after which he will manipulate the price in his own indi
vidual interests. 

It must be known that these captains of industry~the heads 
of these refineries-who b.ave been so persistently knocking at 
the penitentiary doors for years in their criminal practices at 
the ports of entry, will not be overscrupulous in further imposi
tions upon the public by any means within their power. 

WHAT IS THIS OLD COUNTRY FIT FOR? 

But it is said by my friend Mr. HARDWICK, the chairman of 
the Hardwick committee, a.nd who must be congratulated upon 
his brutal frankness in predicting the downfall of the domestic 
sugar industry, that all the sugar this country will need for 
consumption can be raised in the Philippines cheaper than here, 
and I could not but remember while he was speaking that from 
time to time during this a.nd the last session there have been 
declarations made upon this floor to the effect that wheat was 
a.t too high a price and that Canadian wheat should be allowed 
to come in free because it could be raised cheaper there; meats 
were too high, and the meats of Argentina should be allowed to 
come in free; wool was too high; our markets should be thrown 
open to the New Zealander and the hatless, shoeless, and breech
clouted bushmen of Australia for the same reason; that lead and 
zinc could be mined cheaper somewhere else; and now it has 
been found that sugar could be grown somewhere else cheaper 
and it should be brought in to supplant another home industry, 
and I seriously wondered to what advantageous uses this old 
worthless country of ours could be turned to after we had 
surrendered to these far-off people our markets for all their 
products. 

As I look about me no.w and observe so many of the seats of 
members of the Ways and Means Committee vacant, I am won
dering whether they are in that" apothecary shop" compounding 
more medicine for us western people, or whether they are not to 
be found upon some near-by promontory with powerful telescopes 
diligently investigating the deltas of Mars in a frantic effort to 
discover what may be grown by the Martians at a less price 
than we can grow it here, anticipating a draft upon that coun
try for cheaper soil productions. 

CONCRETE FACTS. 

But, seriously speaking, Mr. Chairman, it has been estimated 
that only 30 pounds of sugar per capita are used in this country, 
coming across the grocer's counter. This, at the price of li 
cents, the amount of the duty, would be 45 cents per head, as
suming that each person got the full benefit of the duty; and 
that, as I have said, if at all, could only be for a brief period, 
when the pendulum would swing the other way. The other 50 
pounds of sugar goes into manufactured products, prominently 
among which-and I have only time to mention a. few-are 
condensed milk, biscuits, crackers, confectionery, chewing gum, 
tobacco, and the like. On a 15-cent can of condensed milk at 
the present price of sugar, if the duty were taken off and the 
manufacturer got the full benefit of it, he would make two
fifths of a cent on his 15-cent can. Does anybody believe that 
any part of that two-fifths of a cent would pass to the con
sumer? And yet condensed-milk companies used last year 
140,000,000 pounds, and the Government, by the loss of its duty, 
would lose $1,866,000. In biscuits and crackers there are 127,-
750,000 pounds of sugar used per annum. In all the fluctua
tions in the price of sugar the price of biscuits and condensed 
milk ha"Ve not been influenced in the least. The price of a 
package of Uneeda biscuits will remain as it has remained, at 
5 cents, but the Government would lose $1,700,000 per annum 
revenue. So with reference to candy; the price has never 
fluctuated by reason of the change in price of sugar. The 
yearly consumption of sugar by the manufacturers of candy 
is 612,500,000 pounds. The Government would lose in revenue 
$8,166,700 per annum without the least benefit to the consumer. 

•.rake chewing gum, for instance. Last year there were 
25,000,000 pom;i.ds of sugar used in the making of this article, 
the duty upon which would be $350,000 per annum, which the 
Government would lose, and no one can truthfully claim that 
the chewer of the gum would be benefited. 

So we haYe those four branches of manufacture into which 
sugar largely enters, "Viz, condensed milk, biscuits, confectionery, 
and chewing gum, representing a duty of $12,000,000 per an
num-an absolute loss to the Treasury of the United States with 
no benefit to the consumer whatever; but this amount must be 
paid by the consumer through some form of taxation. 

The tobacco manufacturers use sugar by cargo loads, and yet 
it would be as difficult to find even an infinitesimal saying to the 
chewer of tobacco as it would be to find a corresponding . ad-

vantage to the chewer of gum, yet it is very easy to trace the 
needless loss to the Treasury. 

EFFORTS TO PREJUDICE THE PUBLIC. 

It has been stated that the beet-sugar manufacturers are 
realizing too great a profit. , Our distinguished leader, Mr. 
UNDERWOOD, informs us that they are making 9 per cent on their 
investment. Why, Mr. Chairman, how utterly insignificant is 
that profit when compared with the enormous profits of the 
Sugar Trust, the beneficiaries of this measure, and of the Steel 
Trust, whose profits from one single railroad last year amounted 
to over 240 per cent. I am realJy surprised that the percentage 
of profit to tpe beet-sugar manufacturers is so small. I had 
thought it was larger. It should not be regarded as excessive 
in any quarter, but should be a potential argument in its fayor. 
They are the pioneers of an infant industry, in new and untried 
fields, and a.re entitled to a profit commensurate with their nat
ural risks. 

Mr. HARDWICK, with an adroitness worthy of a better cause, 
endeavors to prejudice the beet raiser against the millman, 
intimating the latter does not pay him a proportionate part of 
the profits. Then he especially appeals to the prejudices of other 
farmers by showing how much more the beet grower makes 
than they. He then appeals to the prejudices of the consumers 
of sugar against-and it is I who put the words in his mouth, 
for he is too polite and courteous to say so-the " deadbeat" 
beet growers. 

I wish to admonish these toilers of the soil thus appealed to 
that this is one of the many tocsin notes reverberating in the 
political campaign. You will soon be awakened by an. alarm 
drawing your attention to your own specialty, whether it be in 
the domain of grain or stock growing. You will be asked to 
farm your lands and- breed your stock on shares with alien 
people. And you, dear susceptible people who only consume, 
will be asked to look to the foreign producer for merciful 
prices. Not since the days of the fathers of the Republic has 
there been a greater incentive for our husbandmen to stand 
together to avoid falling separately. Stand idle, any one of the 
group of producers, and see another fall and you open wide the 
gates making for your own downfall. 

But there is a consideration which recommends itself that 
Brother HARDWICK overlooks. The farmer is not alwavs treated 
fairly in .his dealings with the purchasers of his products, but 
as respects the sugar-beet farmer the manufacturer is com
pletely at his mercy, and it is the only instance wherein the 
farmer holds the balance of power. Consequently when you 
sh·ike at this particular industry you strike directly at the 
farmer. My position with respect to this product of his labor 
is the same as it is with respect to all of his products-I am 
unalterably opposed to any invasion of his rights, either from 
within or :from without. 

We who appreciate and sympathize with his hardships and 
trials, under so many . unfa voring conditions, will refuse to bow 
to the action of any caucus which is, in our judgment, inimical 
to his interests, nor be bewitched by any party eX})edient to 
betray him. He bears the heat and burden of the day. From 
the rising of the sun to the going down thereof his is ceaseless 
toil. He is subjected to all the vicissitudes of the elements, 
and even when he sows the reaping may not be his. The 
deYastating cannonade of hail, the unseasonable frosts, the re
lentless rain, or the dreadful siroccos often intervene and bring 
disappointment to his worthy ambition to provide food, clothing, 
and education for his dear ones. The visitations of sickness and 
death do not accommodate themselves to his condition, circum
stances, or convenience, and the grim shadow of the tax col
lector periodically slants athwart the threshold of his humble 
home. 

Mr. Chairman, as long as my voice shall be heard in these 
halls it will eyer be raised in sincere and earnest appeal for the 
alleviation of the burdens of the farmer, and for the promotion 
of his well-being, which should be the first consideration of 
every American legislator, for he is the bulwark of our national 
greatness. 

Again, it has been charged that the Sugar Trust is a large 
owner in the beet-sugar factories. While it is true that it does 
own some of their stock, it is nevertheless true that it does not, 
directly or indirectly, control one single factory or field. The 
trust first sought to dominate the industry for the purpose of 
destroying it. This is abundantly shown by the testimony I have 
quoted, and .it is undisputed that they are getting rid of their 
stock as fast as possible in anticipation of legislation making it 
worthless. 

The enactment of this measure at this time will violate the 
plainest principles of economic laws. The further you investi
gate it the plainer it is shown that the consumers of sugar in 
this country, who now haye it at a cheaper price than any other 
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people outside of England, will soon be compelled to pay more 
than any other people. I lmow of no greater solecism than to 
maintain that to decrease the product will increase the supply; 
to subtract from means to add to; to divide means to multiply; 
the less the supply the greater the demand; the .greater the 
'demand the less the price; the greater the supply the higher 
the price. Eliminate competition to lower prices, corner the 
market and giye the consumer a chance, but by all means do not 
favor novices in the distribution. of favors. Give the mollDpoly 
to those whose long experience in exploiting the people will 
afford the least danger of miscarriage. 

WREN "W!LL -BOl\fBARDJIIE:NT CEA.SE? 
1 

Are we of the West never to enjoy the surcease of Federal 
enfilading of our industries? Our silver mining was long since 
shot to death. Nearly one-third of our public domain -has been 
apparently forever withdrawn from occupation and the taxing 
power. The prospector has been booted from the trail. The 
homeseeker has been driven to Canada. Our watersheds haTe 
been denuded of their forests, thus destroying our natural 
reservoirs, which rapidly makes way for a modern Sahara. 
Our valuable coal deposits and water-power sites are covered 
into the Federal Treasury. Our flock.masters are d1;iven from 
the ranges. And now we are threatened with having our 
cereal, meat, wool, metal, and sugar markets turned bodily 
oYer to our foreign competitors. The wrongs we ha\e suffered 
and those with which we are threatened are chargeable to both 
political parties. Yesterday one took a slice off, to-day the 
other a slice, and it is only the demagogue who will claim that 
one of the parties is less censurable -than the other. It all 
comes from the insatiable greed for more commercial power 
to our eastern neighbors, assisted by an inexperienced and un
wise coterie of politicians who would adopt a policy which 

.makes for the country's woe in order to bring about a political 
aa:rnntage, even though of doubtful character. · 

Mr. Chairman, I hold no bdef from the manufacturers of 
1'ugar beets. Nine out of the se\enteen factories in our State are 
located in my district. Their owners did not support me in 1908 
nor 1910. With the possible exception of one of the counties 
wherein they are located, there came the largest majorities 
against my election to this body, although my position was as 
well known then as it is now. Therefore in giving voice to my 
position in this matter I am not paying a political debt, nor am 
J: actuated by any hope of future political reward. 1\Iy foot
steps are following the pathway which, I believe, leads to just 
and proper dealing with both the consumer and the American 
farmer. I believe in adequately protecting the product of the 

· "tillers of the soil." The industries of these worthy citizens 
should be sanctuaried against every human foe. If this bill 
becomes a law, the Goyernment will be departing from a set
-tled and time-hono1·ed policy, coincident with the birth of the 
.Nation, and flying in the face of the approved policy of the 
world. It will be breaking faith with those who, on the 
strength of tradition and existing law, have inv~sted over 
$2,000,000 of capital, thro!V out of employment over 300,000 
laborers, disturb in general the equilibrium of ·supply, and, in 
addition, this confiscatory proceeding will destroy the only safe
guard of the people against the practices of a band of commer
cial plunderers as powerful, unrestrained, .and merciless as were 

-the buccaneers when their black-flag frigates were mistresses 
of the high seas. 

l\Ir. HOWELL. Mr. Chairman, from whence comes the doc
trine on which this destructive bill is based? What national 
policy demands this wanton and disastrous blow to -the sugar 
industry of this country? Can it be possible that this legisla
tion points out thg new course which the Democratic Party is 
"to follow? Or is this a piece of unadulterated political bun
combe to ensnare the unthinking by the uttractive but fallacious 
;plea that you will lighten the burdens of the poor and transfer 
them to the rich? When the Democratic hosts accepted the 
.royal hospitality of Colorado's proud capital and in its Just con
vention, assembled in 1908, announced its tariff policy little did 
"the enthusiastic representatives of that and other thriving 
Commonwealths anticipate this -violent attempt to throttle their 
industry. No such construction was ever given to that platform 
in the campaign discussion, but on the contrary we were sol
·.emnly assured by Democratic advocates and orators that the 
Democratic Party, if intrusted with power, would not :injure any 
Jegitimate industry. These strong assurances soupd strangely 
incongruous and ridiculous in the presence of recent perform
:rnces. Where, then, can we find the authority for the present 
tariff program? Can we find it in the doctrine laid down in 
the historic but obsolete Confederate constitution, which de

·nounced the right of government ·to lay duties which would en-

courage or foster any domestic"industry? I ;read 'from section '7, 
article 1, the constitution of the Confederate States~ 

Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes, duties, impost, 
and excises for the revenue necessary to pay the debts and provide for 
the common defense and curry on the Government of the Confederate 
States; but no bounties shall be granted fr<1m the treasury ; nor shall 
any duties or taxes on importations from foreign nations be laid to pro
mote or foster any branch of industry. 

Is the Democratic Party wedded to this doctrine? Is its 
future tariff policy to be in harmony with the JJI'inciple therein 
declared? Evidently the present Democratic majority is deeply 
inbued with the free-trade idea. Whenever you get beneath the 
surface of the "tarift'-for-reyenue-only" reformer you at once 
uncoyer a genuine and hereditary free trader. The gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD] in bringing in these bills has 
been perfectly frank in announcing bis ultimate purpose, but 
the bills so fur presented by his committee have only shown a 
veiled form of free trade. In this bill, however, the mask is 
thrown aside and a bold and audacious attempt is ruacle to insti
tute free trade in this country. But why shouHi an inclu try 
of such promise and importance as the sugar industry be the 
first \ictim of this ruinous policy? The .gentleman from Ala
bama [Mr. UNDERWOOD], in his speech yesterday, tells us that, 
with the exception of brief interruptions, it has been the un
broken policy of our Government from .the beginning to raise a 
considerable revenue from a tariff on sugar. In his report on 
this bill, which strikes the death blow to the industry, he states: 

The growth of the beet-sugar industry in this country during the 
decade ended with 100!) is shown, in Table 1, to have increased 117 per 
cent in number of establishments, 399 per cent in the quantity of beets 
used in the manufacture of sugar, and the value o! the products has 
increased almost seyenfold. 

Does this furnish a justification for the reversal of this cen
'tury-o1d, settled tariff policy now at a time when the rapid 
growth and development of our sugar production seems assured? 
Why this hostility to this important and rapidly growing in
dustry? 

The gentleman .from Georgia [Mr. HARDWICK], who has given 
great research to the production of cane sugar in the Tropics 
.a.ml beet sugar where produced, to my inquiry very frankly and 
candidly admitted that the be.et-sugar production of the world 
can not withstand the competition of the cane -sugar of the 
Tropics, declaring that beet-sugar production was a hothouse 
industry wherever it is found. . 

We are not building-for an hour or for a day. It is our pa
triotic duty to lay a sound and safe foundation upon which to 
erect the structure of our national security, prosperity, and 
greatness. Sugar is one of the necessaries of life. We expend 
vast sums of money in obtaining a sµpply for our people. Under 
existing conditions our country and its possessions supply one
half our needs. The remainder of our supply, excepting an in
significant quantity, is derived from Cuba, over which we 
exercise a sort of benign guardianship. Thus one-half of our 
present supply-our own production and that of our possessions
is duty free, while Cuban sugar, in pursuance of treaty stipula
tions, pays only 80 per cent of a full duty. The present bill 
also str\kes a seyere blow at tne prosperity of our island pos
sessions, whose well-being we are under moral and just obli
gations to promote. Again, we are caned upon to instantly 
sever our relations with Cuba in violation of our solemn treaty 
stipulations, and thereby seriously unsettle conditions in that 
unhappy country, for whose welfare we shou]d and must eyer 
entertain a feeling of fricnd1y and intimate concern. Speaking 
of beet sugar in the United States, we find that our country i s 
admirably adapted for the production of beet sugar. We need 
only utilize 1 acre in every 250 acres in onr country adapted for 
sugar beets, added to our cane production, to fully supply our 
entire market. The beet crop is a new and distinct source of 
wealth to the farmer. The raising of beets demands intelligent 
methods of sail cultivation and results in improving the fertility 
of the soil. It naturally encourages the division of land into 
small holdings and insures the most intensive cultivation. In 
the neighborhood of beet-sugar factories you will find the most 
handsome and well-ordered farm ·homes and a high state of soil 
tillage. Under the system of irrigation in the West beet culture 
has proven highly successful. The farsighted and benevolent · 
policy which the Government has undertaken of reclaiming the 
waste places by a series of irTigation projects will open to set
tlement vast areas especially adapted to beet-sugar production. 
The sugar beet requires much sunshine to yield the best results, 
and in the West~ JlS a friend expresses it, "We have 365 days 
of sunshine, and the balance of the year is bright and fair." 
My State is -vitally interested in this industry. I saw it start, 
I ham watched its growth, and I realize how much it means to 
the agricultural development of our country, for, after all is 
said, the production of beet sugar is an agricultural .industry. 
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The sugar factory bears the same relation to the growers of 
beets as does the :flour mill to the grower of wheat. This in
dustry has made rapid strides in the face of adverse conditions. 
But while we are so splendidly fitted for sugar production, when 
we seek the markets of the East we are confronted with a dis
tance and freight charges that operate as a handicap to mar
keting our surplus production. Any fair estimate to determine 
'OUr fate under free-trade · conditions must take this factor into 
the calctJ.lation. Now, I am not going to load my speech with 
colUlilll.S of figures. The life of statistics is comparatirnly short, 
as we live in a world of constant change. I intend only to make 
an appeal to the broad patriotism, plain common sense, and 
intelligence of those who believe it to be the legitimate province 
of government to exercise its powers so as to promote our na
tional welfare in the broadest sense, to make our people pros
perous and independent, especially for food and raiment, and 
the means of national defense. The beet-sugar industry in this 
country has abundantly fulfilled the most sanguine expectations 
of its advocates and has strikingly vindicated the wisdom of the 
protective policy. It is now firmly established in 16 States, with 
71 factories in operation, and representing a capital of approxi
mately $100,000,000. Unfortunately, in the past it has been the 
child of doubt and uncertainty. A cloud has hung upon it 
since we embarked upon the enterprise; it has been retarded by 
~pprehensions over free cane sugar from our island possessions, 
by the Cuban preferential, and the uncertainty of our Govern

·ment policy concerning it. It has survived the croakers and 
knockers, who, at its inception, declared we ·could n(}t make 
sugar in this country. It has survived the unfriencily doubts of 
some men in high places in the house of its friends, but not
:witbstanding these drawbacks it has grown amazingly in recent 
years. 

I have already cited the tribute to its growth contained in 
the majority report by Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will now refer to 
the report of Mr. Fo:RDNEY in behalf of the minority of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, which displays far more thor
ough and searching study of the question. I read from page 12 
of th.at report : 

The real development of the beet-sugar industry in the United States 
dates from the passage of the Dingley Tariff Act, in 1897, at which 
time theTe were only 6 beet-sugar factories in this country, produc
ing 37,500 long tons of sugar per year. In the fall of 1911 thel'e were 
71 sugar factories in active operation, which will produce this season 
approximately 525,000 long tons of sngar from 429,000 acres of beets. 
There is thus a gain of over 1,200 per cent since the passage of the 
Dingley lnw. 

Now, in the face of this splendid growth and extension why, 
in the name of common sense, should we pursue a policy to 
utterly despoil it? No other nation in the world has ever un
dertaken such a shortsighted, suicidal policy. It is true the 
great refining interests, recognizing the rapid growth of beet
sugar production and its steady and rapid encroachment upon 
their business, are united in urging free sugar. This is clearly 
proven to be their position, as disclosed in the testimony taken 
before the sugar investigating committee. Every New York 
re1iner who testified before that committee, and practically all 
of them did testify, came out in favor of free sugar, or such 
drastic cut in the present duty as would cripple the domestic 
industry. Mr. Atkins, vice president and acting president of 
the American Sugar Refining Co., tells us of quarreling with 
Mr. Havemeyer when the latter proposed to acquire interest in 
beet-sugar concerns, and in giving his reasons for objecting 
said: 

The T>eet-sugar business ls a competitive business. It is produced in 
the western territories, where our market lay. That is, I say " our 
market." I mean the mai·ket of the refiners, the various ref."'lers. As 
that industry grew, and I foresaw that it would grow rapidly, I be
lieved that it would reduce the volume of business not only of the 
American Sugar Refining Co., but of all the refiners on the Atlantic 
coast, and although we had millions of dollars invested in the business 
there, we were building up a competitive business, one that would com
pete with ourselves, and one which was bound to get away from us; 
we could not control it in the end. I say "we "-I had no connection 
whatever with it; that was simply a busilless man's opinion. (H~d
wick Hearings, pp. 85-86.) 

Mr. Jamison, n parurnr of "friend of the people" Arbuckle, 
that great phil anthropi t who has done so much toward reduc
ing the price of coffee, which is now on the free list, and who is 
apparently anxious to duplicate this performance !n sugar for 
the benefit of the great consuming public, testified that-

The Michigan sugar bas been down to New York State and all 
through there. It has interfered with us very largely in sales in Ohio 
and Pennsylvania. 

Re goes on to say that he wants the duty taken off of sugar 
"on account of the beet product," and adds: 

If there was no duty, I do not think the beet would be so prosperous, 
fllld we would ~robably sell more sugar. If the duty was removed, I 
mean to say. (Hardwick )3.earings, p. 1195.) 

Eyery refiner who went on the stand-Claus A. Spreckels, 
president of the Federal Sugar Refining Co. ; Charles R. Heike, 
former secretary of the American Sugar Refining Co. ; William 
G. Gilmore, partner of Arbuckle Bros., sugar refiners; James H. 
Post, president of the Brooklyn Cooperage Co., a subsidiary of 
the American Sugar Refining Co.-all had the same tale of 
woe to tell concerning the hardships they were suffering on 
account 6f the beet-sugar competition, and all expressing the 
desire that this young rival should be wiped out by the removal 
of the duty on sugar. Beet sugar is the competitor they fear 
most will loosen their grip upon the markets of this country. 
This bill gives effect to the selfish prot.>aganda they have been 
engaged in for free sugar. It is in their interests, and a death 
blow to that most beneficent agricultural auxiliary-beet-sugar 
production. You are sacrificing an industry that can be car
ried on by limited capital, and from the nature of it not capable 
of control by a trust, to swell the pro1its of the Sugar Trust 
and perpetuate the power of this lawless and grasping mo
nopo1y. The assurance that the same friendly and permanent 
policy toward beet sugar on the part of our Government that 
the countries of Europe have shown toward this .industry 
would witness a mighty advance in. the production of beet 
sugar in this country. New factories would spring up all over 
the land. These factories would be constructed of American 
material and machinery and erected by American workmen. 
Lands that now produce $10 or $20 per acre would contribute 
to our wealth at the rate of from $5-0 to $100 an acre, every 
dollar being the product of our own people and every dollar 
expended in exchange for other products of .American labor. 

What a fallacy and a cheat it is to attempt to make the pro~ 
ducers in this country believe they are benefited by buying 
sugar from Java or some other tropical country, that buys little 
from us and in whose civilization and traditions we have no 
part, because or its cheapnes , when thereby they limit and 
diminish the purchasing power of their best customers. .After 
all, in the final analysis the people most entitled to the solici
tude of the Government have only the products of their labor to 
exchange for the commodities they require produced by other 
labor. The sugar produ<!er in this country simply exchanges 
his labor for the labor of his American craftsman in another 
line. The question of "cheap " or "dear" depends solely 
upon tne fairness of this exchange of labor. The interest 
gatherer and coupon clipper and the creditor class may be bene
fited by cheapening the products of toil, but such a condition 
bears with cruel severity and crushing effect upon the debtor 
class. Now, what has been our uniform ex.-perience in dealing 
with foreign countries? The moment we are dependent for any 
staple article, controlled as sugar is by European syndicate, and 
all domestic competition. is removed, up goes the price. The 
removal of the duty may bring about a temporary reduction 
in price, but, oh, at what a cost! When the industry is de
stroyed in this country oul' own trusts and foreign syndicates 
will lay such tribute upon us as their own sweet unconscion
able will may determine. You surrender fifty-three millions of 
certain revenue and subject the Treasury to the risk and doubt 
of a method of recouping the loss of extremely doubtful validity 
and of wholly unknown revenue-yielding power. You boast of 
relieving the people of fifty-three millions of taxation annually. 
As a practical question you do not. You absolutely ignore the 
fact and refuse to say that a large part of the sugar consumed 
in this country is used in various lines of manufacture where 
the duty is imperceptible and does not enter into the computa
tion in fixing the price of the manufactured article. It has 
been carefully estimated that at least 40 per cent of the sugar 
consumed is used in various manufactures . • I will print at the 
close of my remarks this estimate, but will enumerate some of 
them here: Condensed milk, biscuit, pie and cake bakers, con
fectioners, chewing gum, corn products refining companies, 
liquors and wines, preserves, soda-water sirups, desiccated coco
.nuts, Quaker Oats, jelly manufactuTes, such as gelatin, 
Jell-0, Deserta Co., candied fruits, rock candy and rock-candy 
sirups, drugs, medicines, chemicals, cocoa manufacturers, ice
cream manufacturers, infants' food, packing houses, distilled 
wines, champagne, fruit sirups, and mincemeat. Row much will 
the consumer benefit from the reduction in these articles? Not 
one penny. You simply take from the 'l'reasury $10,000,000 to 
place it in the private coffers of these manufacturers. This bold 
and desperate free-trade bill will serve one useful purpose, and 
that is to emphasize before the country the reckless, ruinous 
character of the legislation that the Democratic Party might 
enact if clothed with full national power. Thousands whose 
prosperity is menaced shudder at the prospect a.nd are fervently 
grateful that the citadels of power are still manned by Repub
licans who will be true to their pledges and principles and repel 
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these blighting onslaughts. While I have heard and deeply sym
pathized with the earnest appeals an<!" protests against the ruin 
and destruction of various industries throughout the country 
involved in the tariff program thus far brought out, I want to 
say that the Mountain States are singled out upon which to 
inflict the most severe and: crushing injury. Our industries seem 
to be especially singled out for sacrifice under the present 
regime. What lot or parcel can the people have with the Demo
cratic Party? The mining industry, the stock-growing industry, 
the sugar industry, prime factors in our prosperity, all marked 
for slaughter by this free-trade policy. You may temporarily 
impede our growth and impair our prosperity, but "Westward 
the course of empire takes its way," and the Democratic Party 
can not retard it. This suicidal policy will not continue to pre
vail in this country. There is one consoling thought in all the 
anxiety and solicitude caused by these cruel assaults on our 
prosperity, and that is that the antics of the party now clothed 
with a little brief authority wm serve to focus the attention of 

. the country on the awful cahunity that would follow complete 
Democratic supremacy. The attention of -the people will be 
drawn from the political side shows and various political 
vagaries with which they have been flirting to the serious con
sideration of statesmanJike policies necessary to insure that 
prosperity and peace upon which our stability as a nation de
pends. The wreckers will be dri"ren from place and power and 
the Republican Party with all its pristine vigor and statesman
ship given supreme command. [Applause.] 

SUGAR USED IN MANUFACTURES. 

• Even those who denounce the Payne-Aldrich tariff law as un
just, unfair, and oppressive and framed in the interests of the 
trusts and monopolies must agree that the sole purpose of a 
downward revision should be either to benefit the Government 
or the consumer, or both. Undoubtedly the lowering of duties 
on certain articles would result in great general benefit, while a 
reduction on other articles :would simply deprive the Government 
of the income without benefiting the consumer. 

From what I have heard and read it seems that as far as the 
general public is concerned the effect which a reduction of the 
duty on certain articles would have is thoroughly misunderstood. 

This refers especially to sugar. People are made to believe 
that because the consumption of sugar is SO pounds per capita 
per yea·r the removal of the duty, say, H cents per pound, would 
mean a saving of $1.07 for each individual per year, or about 
$5.35 per family per year. As far as I have been able to ascer
tain no special efforts are being made to draw attention to the 
absurdity of such a theory. 

Only a comparatiyely small portion of the total quantity of 
sugar consumed is purchased by the consumer from his grocer 
"in the shape of sugar." 'J:he balance is used as ingredients for 
candy, condensed milk, crackers, biscuits, bakers' ])roducts, pre
serves, ice cream, and for hundreds of other purposes too. numer
ous to mention. In order to realize to what an enormous extent 
sugar enters into the manufacture -of mixtures and compounds 
it is only necessary to mention a few items. 

CONDEKSED MILK. 

I understand that the Borden's Condensed Milk Co. and their 
Michigan branch use about 200,000 barrels of sugar per year, 
and that they manufacture about 50 per cent of all the con
densed milk produced in this country. Thus 400,000 barrels of 
sugar, equal to about 140,000,0-00 pounds, are annually used for 
condensed milk alone. 

The retail price of a 1-pound can is about 15 cents. This 
pound of condensed milk contains about 40 per cent of sugar. 
The wholesale price of granulated sugar is 4' cents. Therefore 
the cost of all the $Ugar contained in 1 pound of condensed milk 
is only H cents. Now, let us suppose that a reduction in duty 
would lower the price of sugar 1 cent per pound, making the 
price of granulated 3~ cents per pound. The cost of all the 
sugar contained in 1 pound of milk would then be 1! cants. In 
other words, it would make a difference of two-fifths of a cent 
on a 15-eent can. 

Statistics will show that the wholesale price of condensed 
milk js not influenced by the fluctuations in the price of sugar. 
It is therefore evident that it would not have any effect on the 
reta i1 price. 

What would be the result if the duty would· be removed? The 
Government would_ lose, say, 11 cBnts per pound in duty on 
140,000,000 pounds, or $1,866,000 ; the consumer would gain 
nothing. It would merely benefit a few manufacturers of con
densed milk. 

BISCUITS .AND CR.ACKERS. 

It is of course impossible to ascertain the exact quantity of 
sugar used by all the biscuit manufacturers in tllis country, but, 
considering that the National Biscuit Co. alone uses OTer 120,000 
barrels per year, it is more than probable th~t at least 1,000 bar-

rels of sugar per day are required by the entire biscuit and 
cracker industry of this country. This would represent 350,000 
pounds per day, or 127,750,000 pounds of sugar per year. It is 
a well-known fact that the price of biscuits is not influenced by 
the fluctuation in the price of sugar. For example, the price of 
a "package" of" Uneeda Biscuits" will remain 5 cents whether 
the comparatively small percentage of sugar it contains cost 4i 
cent~ or 3! cents per pound. What would, therefore, be the re
sult if the duty on sugar should be removed? 'l'he Government 
would lose, say, li cents per pound on 127,750,000 pounds, or 
over $1,700,000 per year; the consumer would gain nothing by it. 
It would only benefit the manufacturers. 

CONFECTIO!\'ERY. 

·Most people are acquainted with the enormous ndvauce in the 
candy industry, and few people realize the immense volume of 
this trade in the United States. The_ latter is really the great
est candy-making and candy-eating country in the world. In 
fact, the census returns reveal the astonishing fact that the 
United States produces more candy than England, France, and 
Germany combmed. 

'J'.he census for 1905 gives the number of establishments as 
1,348, capital invested $43,125,408, and the value of the prod-
11cts $87,087,253. 

By act of Congress of l\farch, 1002, under which the census 
of 1905 was taken, it was provided that the enumeration should 
be confined to manufacturing establishments conducted under 
what is known- as the factory system. Therefore all of the 
small establishments included in the Twelfth Census-l!lOO
were omitted. 

In order to make the statistics of the census of 1000 and 1905 
comparable, it was necessary to retabulate the reports of moo. 
In that year there were !l47 establishments in the trade classi
fied under .the new plan of tabulation as factories and 3,350 
establishments doing a smaller business and not properly con
sidered as factories. The report of 1905 discloses that in the 
five years following the previous census tl1e number of factory 
plants increased about 42 per cent and the capital increased 
about 65 per cent. The increase in output was about 43 per 
cent. 

The number of small shops which figure as factories in the 
1900 census, which were eliminated from the census of moo, 
produced annually goods to the value of over $20,000,000, this 
being an average of a little more than $,.6,000 for each establish
meat. As the number of small shops doubtless increased in 
the same ratio as the factories, it was figured that their out
put was equal to $29,525,633, which amount added to the value 
of the product accredited to manufacturing establishments gave 
a total of products of $116,612,886. This was fiye years ago. 
The census of 1010 is under way, and of course there are as 
yet no available figures. It is likely that they will show a value 
in goods of fuDy $150,000,000, not including the small factories. 

It is tllerefore probable that the total value of cnndy made in 
factories in 1910 will exceed $200,000,000. This represents the 
cost of goods at the factory-the jobbing price. Now come the 
cost of distributing the manufacturers', middlemen's, and re-
tailers' profits. . 

.As the standard of varieties is not fixed by any accepted or 
acknowledged test, the profits are naturally very great, ancl H 
is safe to say that the consumers of the United States pay at 
least $350,000,000 per year for confectionery made jn factories. 
It is, of course, difficult to ascertain the exact quantity of 
candy this represents, as the price varies greatly-from 10 
cents to $1 per pound. 

If we take 20 cents per pound as the average retail price, the 
aboYe would represent l,750,000,000 pounds of confectionery per 
year. It would require an expert to give even an approximate 
estimate of the quantity of sugar required to produce tllis 
cnndy. Some varieties consist almost entil'ely of sugar, while · 
others contain a smaller percenta ere. The use of gluco e in 
candy making is, according to my informants, much less than 
generally supposed. Some of the better grades contain no glu
cose at all. According to one authority, for every 30 pounds of 
glucose 100 pounds of sugar is used. Let us suppose that the 
average c~y contains only 35 per cent sugar. This would 
mean that 612,500,000 pounds of sugar are used per year by 
candy manufacturers. It goes without saying that whether 
sugar costs 4! cents or 3! cents per pound tile retail price of 
an article like candy, selling as bigh as $1 per pound, will re
main the same. To the manufacturer a difference of 1 cent 
per pound in the price of sugar would only make a difference 
of a small fraction of a cent per pound of candy. Example: 
Let us suppose that a certain grade of Huyler's candy contains 
eYen as high a·s 50 per cent of sugar and costs 80 cents per 
pound. One cent difference in the price of sugar would there-
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fore " theoretically " change the price of this candy from 80 
cents to 79! cents per pound. 

It will be found tha.t the retail price of candy has never 
chauged, owing to fluctuation in the price of sugar. In 1905 
the price of granulated sugar was 5! cents; to-day it is H 
cents; but the r etail price of candy has not changed. 

An article like candy, a luxury in the true sense of the 
word, which is even sold "by the piece" and ''by the stick," 
can not be affected by a small change in the value of such a 
low-priced ingredient as sugar. · 

The above would show that the Government would lose the 
duty of, say, 1~ cents per pound on 612,500,0'00 pounds of sugar, 
or $8,166,700 per year, without benefiting the consumer. The 
manufacturers would be the only ones to benefit by it. 

In connection with the above I wish to say that my estimates 
and figures. only refer to "manufactured" candy, and do not 
include home-made candy made with sugar bought by the 
consumer from his retail grocer. 

CHEWING GUM. 

As far as I have been able to ascertain, there are approxi
mately 6,500,000 pounds of chicle (the gum substance used for 
chewing gum) imported into this country annually. This sub
stance forms about 20 per cent of the chewing gum which is 
put on the market. Consequently it is estimated that about 
32,500,000 pounds of chewing gum are annually consumed in 
the United Stutes. The analysis of the samples which I had 
analyzed ( Chiclets, Spearmint, and A.dams's) shows that this 
article contains about 75 per cent of cane sugar. This would 
mean that about 25,000,000 pounds of sugar are annually used 
in the manufacture of chewing gum. Although chewing gum 

. contains 75 per cent of sugar, which costs only 4~ cents per 
pound, the retail prices of chewing gum are us follows:. 

Cbiclets, 5 cents per package of 1~ ounces, or 53 cents per pound. 
Spearmint, 5 cents per package of one-half ounce, or $1.60 per pound. 
Ad::ims's, 5 cents per package of one-half ounce, or $1.60 per pound. 
If chewing-gum manufacturers would get their sugar at 1 

cent per pound less they would save three-fourths of a cent per 
pound of chewing gum, the retail price of which is $1.60. It 
goes without saying that even if sugar cost them nothing, it 
would not affect the retail price of chewing gum. 

I believe that the American Chicle-t Co. ( Chiclets, A.dams's, 
and so forth) controls about 60 per cent of the total business; 
the William Wrigley, jr., & Co. (Spearmint) about 15 per cent, 
and the balance is divided among numerous smaller inde
pendents, a list of which I have on file. 

The duty on the 25,000,000 pounds of sugar used in connection 
with this luxury-chewing gum-amounts to about $350,000 
per year, which amount the Government would lose without 
benefiting anybody except the manufacturers. 

According to the above estimates, the quantity of sugar 
required in only four branches of manufacture, viz, con

. densed milk, biscuits, confectionery, and chewing gum, is over 
900,000,000 pounds, representing a duty of over $12,000,000 per 
year. 

The principal object of this letter is to point out in a general 
way the absurdity of the claim that the amount of money which 
the Government would lose by reducing the duty on sugar would 
go into the pockets of the consumers. 

I have confined myself to only u few products which, how
ever, should suffice to draw attention to the enormous extent to 
which sugar enters into the manufacture of compounds and 
mixtures, the retail prices of which would not be affected by 
the downward revision of the tariff. 

Sugar is used in connection with hundreds of other products. 
The manufacturers of ice cream, preserve , bakers' products 
'(not including biscuits), pies, medicines, and so forth, must use 
enormous quantities of sugar. Even the tobacco manufacturers 
use sugar. The American Tobacco Co. buys its raw sugar by 
the cargo. 

I believe that a careful study of a thorough investigation by 
acknowledged experts would reveal the fact that but a compara
tively small percentage of the sugar used is purchased in the 
shape of sugar by the consumer. from his grocer. 

I wish to state that I do not claim my estimates to be ac
curate, and in order to be of any real value they should have 
to be revised and corrected by statistical experts who are thor
oughly posted in the respective branches. 

How much of the entire consumption of sugar is purchased 
by ·the consumer as sugar from his grocer can, of course, not be 
accurately determined, but it seems to me that 30 pounds per 
year per person would be an exceedingly high ~stimate. This 
would mean 150 pounds 'of sugar per family, or almost a pound 
of sugar every other day per family. If the reduction in duty 
would cheapen sugar 1 cent a pound, . each person would save 30 
cents a year, or 2! cents per month-a sum so insignificant that 
it would not affect even the poorest classes. 

Thi8 Vi'ould le.ave the balanre of 50 pounds per capita which . 
is u ed in compounds, the prices of which would not be guided 
by the price of the comparatirnly small percentage of sugar they 
contain. This could be Yerified by comparing the fluctuations 
in the price of sugar with the prices of the respective com
pounds. 

A lowering of the sugar duties would affect the agricultural 
interests of over 15 States, besides Porto Rico, the Philippine 
Islands, and so forth. The entire cane-sugar and beet-sugar 
industries would be crippled or destroyed. The Government 
would lose about $60,000,000 per year and the consumer would 
not be perceptibly benefited. Practically the only beneficiaries 
would be the manufacturers of sugar-containing compounds. 

It seems that those who favor the- present duty should come 
together and take steps to acquaint the people as well as the 
Tariff Board with the fundamental facts relating to the sugar 
industry in this country. This should be done, not merely by 
presenting op\nions and arguments, but by furnishing reliable 
data and statistics. 

Wide publication should be given to this subject in order to 
enable the people to arrive at a just conclusion as to the exist
ing conditions in this industry and at the same time to render 
the Tariff Board all possible assistance. I believe that only in 
this way can the public be convinced that the now existing 
unjust criticism has no reasonable basis. · 

That an undertaking of this kind should be placed into the 
hands of acknowledged and absolutely reliable experts goes 
without saying. The investigation, in order to be of real value, 
should be as thorough and imperial as if made by the Govern
ment itself, so that it could be used in meeting whatever 
demands for information might be made by the Tariff Board . 
The result of such investigation could be published in pamphlet 
form and arrangements made to give it a very wide distribution. 
.As this tariff question is one of vital importance to all the beet 
and cane growers in this country it should not be difficult to 
raise sufficient funds to conduct such investigation on a liberal 
scale and to provide for a large distribution. 

The best available talent should be engaged and their names 
should be a guaranty of their impartiality and reliability. 

The Tariff Board should be consulted and any information it 
requires should be furnished. There should be no secrecy, no 
newspaper campaign, no "influential agencies," and so forth. 
The work should be conducted on a sh·ictly scientific basis and 
the sole object should be to collect fundamental facts and 
statistics and thus to assist the Tariff Board and the people to 
come to intelligent conclusions, instead of being influenced or 
misled by unfounded statements and assertions made by the 
" free-sugar " advocates. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that debate on the pending amendment-not the paragraph, but 
the pending amendment-be now closed. . 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Alabama that debate on the pending amend
ment be now closed? 

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. I object. I want to speak on 
that amendment. · 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. Then, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that debate on the pending amendment close in five 
minutes. 

Mr. ESTOPINAL rose. 
l\f r. UNDERWOOD. Does the gentleman from Louisiana 

[Mr. EsTOPIKAL) desire to be heard? 
Mr. ESTOPINA.L. I do. 
l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. Then I ask unanimous consent that de

bate on the pending amendment close in 10 minutes, so that gen
tlemen who desire to be heard on this amendment may be 
recognized for 5 minutes each. , 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. l\Ir. Chairman, the pending 

bill proposes to place sugar on the free list, and the effect thereof 
will be to deprive the Government of between $50,000,000 and 
$60,000,000 of revenue annually derived from importations on 
sugar. As a Representath·e from the State of Louisiana, which 
produces most of the cane sugar in this country; I wish to voice 
an earnest protest against the enactment of this bill into Jaw. 
If passed, it will result, in my judgment, in the ruin of both 
the cane and beet industries of continental United States, :.ind 
I do not believe that the great masses of the citizens of the 
Republic would receive countervailirlg benefits to warrant the 
destruction of such a large amount of property and so much 
suffering and loss to so many of our people. 

In Louisiana and Texas considerably over $100,000,000 is iil
vested in the growth and manufacture of cane sugar, and a 
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larger sum in several of the Northern and Western States in 
beet sugar. It is difficult to give the exact figures in _regard to 
either one of these industries because so many factors enter 
therein, but from the best information obtainable I am sure the 
abcye estimates are conservative. Moreover, there is no doubt, 
in my opinion, that the cultivation of both cane and beet sugar 
on a large scale would cease in this country if this bill becomes 
a law. 

The report accompanying the bill (see p. 5) shows that the 
cost of producing beet sugar in the United States averages about 
3.54 cents per pound, and in Germany about 2.42, or if one
tenth of a cent for freight from Germany to the United States 
be added, it makes the German sugar laid down in New York 
cost its producer 2.52 cents. This gives the German beet grower 
an advantage of 1.02 cents a pound over his American com
petitor, and surely no one could withstand such opposition as 
that. 

The report does not deign to discuss the cost of producing 
cane sugar in Louisiana and Texas, nor the effect upon our 
southern industry of free sugar. However, the report of the 
Hardwick special committee on the American Sugar Refining 
Co. and others (seep. 23) shows that it costs an average of 3.75 
cents per pound to produce cane sugar in Louisiana and one
half cent to refine it, or 4.25 cents per pound for refined sugar; 
also, that unrefined sugar is made in Java for 1.50 cents, in the 
Philippines ~or 1.75 cents, and in Cuba for 2 cents, so that when 
half a cent is added for refining, the cost of cane sugar in these 
countries would be 2, 2!, and 2! cents per pound, respectively. 
It is true, it would cost probably one-eighth of a cent per pound 
additional to transport sugar from Java and the Philippines into 
the markets of this country in excess of the cost from Cuba 
and Louisiana, but that would still give Java, the Philippines, 
and Cuba an advantage of more than 1! cents per pound over 
our Louisiana and Texas producers. It is impossible for them 
to compete under such conditions and their business would be 
completely destroyed. 

FuUy half a million people in Louisiana and Texas are de
pendent for their daily bread upon the sugar industry, directly 
or indirectly; upward of $100,000,000 are invested in it; the 
annual crop of sugar and molasses sells for $25,000,000 to 
$30,000,000, and its destruction would mean terrible suffering 
and loss to thousands of people who have never been engaged 
in any other kind of business, and who can not change the 
avocation of generations in a moment. If their great indus
try is to be destroyed they should be given fair warning and 
allowed time to prepare for the change, and make at least a 
good beginning in some different line of endeavor. If we must 
have legislation in regard to sugar there should be a gradual 
reduction in · the duty rather than a radical change from an 
import rate of nearly 2 cents a pound to free trade. The 
passa.ge of such a bill as this would give a blow to my State 
from which it would take many years to recover. The w~althiest 
parishes are in the sugar belt. The great city of New Orleans 
is more dependent upon the sugar industry than any other 
branch of business. A very large percentage of the assessed 
property wealth of the State is derived from sugar, directly 
and indirectly, and to destroy it would reduce values enor
mously. While north Louisiana does not produce sugar, it is 
vitally interested in it, for we receive very large sums for 
levees and schools from ta.~es collected in the rich sugar sec
tions and New Orleans. A tide of immigration is pouring into 
Louisiana, and property in eyery locality is rapidly increasing 
in vaJue. Destroy sugar and it will require many years to 
establish new industries to take its place. In the meantime 
immigration will look elsewhere. Development will cease tem
porarily-we can not say how long. Other States will forge 
ahead of us, and every Louisianian would be seriously injured. 

Moreover, a great many people besides those in Louisiana and 
the beet-sugar States are directly interested in domestic sugar. 
It is estimated that in Louisiana alone it costs a million dollars 
every year to Tenew the supply of mules, and the sugar planters 
constitute the best market for the high-priced mules of Ken
tucky, Tennessee, Illinois, Missouri, Texas, and Kansas. Fac
tory machinery and supplies, implements, railroad equipment, 
oil and coaJ, ·feedstuffs, peas, and commercial fertilizers, in
surance on factories, freights on factory products, and so forth, 
run annually into several millions in Louisiana, and all these 
items, except oil and a portion of the insurance, are furnished 
_at profitable prices by the manuf~cturers, farmers, railroads, 
and business men of 20 or more States. The twenty-five to 
thirty millions a year fo1 which the Louisiana sugar crop sells 
_is widely scattered and its benefits divided among a large num
ber of people throughout the Union, who will feel the loss appre
_ciably if this industry be destroyed. The sugar planter is 
obliged to buy heavily ~way from home, and ever!thing he con-

sumes is favored by a high tariff. If his product is to be free, 
then his purchases should be free also. -

The platform of my party enacted at the Denver convention 
did not declare for free trade, but for a gradual reduction of the 
tariff wherever necessary to reduce it to a revenue basis, and in 
the preparation of the great wool and steel sc,hedules this course 
was adopted. 

The average reduction on articles of steel and iron in the bill 
recently passed by the House and now pending in the Senate, 
below the rates in the Payne-Aldrich bill, was 30 per cent, and 
the reduction below existing law on manufactures of wool in 
the bill which passed this House several months ago, during the 
present Congress, was about 52 per cent. Why make this great 
distinction agninist the products of tlie farm, leaving still a 
heavy rate of duty on articles made of iron, steel, and wool, but 
placing sugar on the free list, and thereby destroying it? 

In my opinion the laws of supply and demand ha\e far 
greater influence in fixing the price of food products than the 
tariff, and it is a fact, so clearly established none can deny it, 
that whenever . there is a scarcity of any great article of food, 
like meat, flour, or sugar, there is a corresponding rise in prices. 
We had this forcibly · demonstrated last year in the case of 
sugar, when, as a result of the scarcity in the crop of 1910-11, 
both in Cuba and Europe, the price of sugar on our markets last 
summer and fall, before the domestic beet and cane crops of last 
year became available, was very high, reaching the extreme 
point of 7! cents per pound by wholesale in the city of New 
York, whereas shortly after our beet and cane sugar began to 
move freely this price dropped nearly 2 cents a pound. Surely 
the tariff had nothing to do with that. The rise was caused by 
scarcity of sugar, and the drop by the good crops of last year, 
which gave ample supply. 

Mr. W. P . Willett, of WiDett & Gray, New York, who was 
engaged as \an expert by the Hardwick committee because, as 
stated by Chairman HARnwrcK, he is "probably the greatest 
living American authority on sugar prices," gave some very 
interesting testimony on this subject, from which I quote: 

Congressman SULZER, of New York. What, in your judgment as an 
expert, could bring about a permanent reduction of the cost of manu
factured sugar to the consumers of the United States '1 

Mr. WILLETT. By increasing the amount of domestic production, and 
in Porto Rico and Hawaii; that is, by increasing the quantity of sugar 
within the United States to the extent that we would be required to 
purchase no sugar whatever at world prices. 

Congressman HrNDsh of :Maine. How much beet sugar did they pro
duce in this country t is year? 

Mr. WILLETT. Five hundred ·and fifty thousand tons. 
Congressman HINDS. How much do you think that they ought to 

produce in order to maintain a proper equilibrium of prices here? 
Mr. WILLETT. Well, just double that amount will do it. I believe 

that amount, a million tons, would carry us well below any excess in 
the world's prices. . 

Congressman HINDS. And would be a great advantage in giving us 
independence of Europe? 

Mr. WILLETT. Yes. sir; and that is a tremendous advantage. (Pt. 
37; p . 3086, of Hearings, et seq.) 

And again Mr. Willett said : 
* * * This promotion of our industry is a much more vital point 

(from the consumers' standpoint included) than is a reduction of tariff 
to a point that jets in foreign sugar and thereby diminishes the home 
production. Whenever we reach the condition indicated, competition 
between our free and partially free duty producers will begin and the 
consumers will benefit thereby and the United States will be enti1·ely 
free from the speculative and other influences which control the world's 
price, and it is not unreasonable to expect that under the conditions 
indicated the United States will become a considerable exporter of its 
surplus production to the foreign countries which may be short of 
supplies, as under present conditions abroad. . 

AS showing the ultimate effect of home pl'Oduction equal to or sur
passing home consumption, I call attention specially for earnest consid
eration to the fact -that in 1910 we reached this desired consummation 
within 74,000 tons, and as a result we were almost independent of 
Europe-so much so, in fact, that we got our supplies from Cuba at 
over one-half cent per pound under world's -prices-during which time 
one man, Santa :Maria, was carrying on a big bull speculation in Europe 
in which we would certainly have been involved but for this limited 
amount we reqnit'ed that year. In 1911 the Cuban crop fell short of 
1910 by 320,898 tons, and we required 212,1 2 tons from abroad to 
complete our supplies; hence we were involved in the world's pl'ices in 
1911, and the result was a hue and cry against the high prices of sugar. 
I am not making an argument but am simply pointing to the facts that 
appear to me to make the consideration of the increase in our local 
supplies of greater importance in legislation than a reduction of duties 
beyond certain limits, those limits to be such as will positively exclude 
·an sugars outside those of our States and dependencies. (Part- 43, pp. 
3556-57 of hearings.) 

* * * * * * * In all these analyses I i·each the same conclusion-that to decrease 
the price of sugar to the consumer increase the domestic production as 
rapidly as possible. (Part 48, p . 3!J78, of hearings.) 

Dr. HarTey W . Wiley, Chief of the Bureau of Chemistry of 
the Department of Agriculture, also testified before the Hard
wick committee in part as follows: 

But the point I am giving is this: That under the present system we 
are absolutely dependent upon the refiners of this country for our sugar. 
They have taught us to use white sugar and we will not take auy other 
kind, and therefore they can fix any price thereon they please. I will 
say, on the question of price, that I thmk they are very 1·easonable about 
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it and do not try to squeeze us very much. At the same time, whenever 
the Louisiana sugar comes in the price of sugar drops, and whenever the 
crop of beet sugar comes in the price of sugar drops. Again, as soon as 
the Louisiana and beet sugar men sell all they have to sell the price of 
sugar goes up again. 

Congressman FonoNEY. That is true of last summer, I believe. 
Dr. WILEY. Yes ; and when the price of sugar went up to 7 cents 

retail, I said, "Watch out; when the sugar crop comes in it will go 
down," and it did ; and there was no sugar In the country even then. 
(Part 42, p . 3446, of Hearings.) 

It will thus be seen that according to l\Ir. Willett and Dr. 
Wiley, two very able and disinterested witnesses who are nei
ther refiners nor growers of sugar, the only safe way to secure 
cheap sugar for the consumer is to encourage and build up a 
large production of sugar here at home so as to make us inde
pendent of foreign markets. To a great extent this has been 
done, and we now produce in the States about 900,000 tons, or 
more than one-fourth of our total consumption, while our 
island possessions produce another one-fourth. 

One proof of the correctness of this theory is found in the fact 
that ·sugar is and has been reasonable in price for many years. 
It is the cheapest article of our ordinary food, and the rate of 
consumption has grown rapidly, until it is about 80 pounds per 
capita, and we now consume more sugar than any other people 
except the Britons, who use about 86 pounds per capita per 
annum. A careful comparison of prices of foodstuffs for the 
years from 1890 to 1907-the lastest available statistics-shows 
that while nearly everything, such as butter, cheese, eggs, meats, 
lard, flour, meal, and so forth, went up materially, the increases 
ranging from 17 per cent to 57 P'er cent, sugar was gradually re
duced in price, and was actually 20 per cent cheaper in 1907 than 
in 1890. (Statistical Abstract, United States, for 1910, p. 528.) 

Another interesting fact is that sugar is sold to the consumer 
cheaper in the United States than anywhere on earth, except 
possibly in Great Britain. We learn from House Document No. 
510, Sixty-second Congress, sacond session, that in November, 
1911, sugar retailed abroad at the following prices : Great Brit
ain, 5.5 to 6.3 cents; Germany, 6:5 to 7.8; France, 7.4 to 8.9; 
Italy, 12.7 to 14.9; Austria, · 8.3 to 9.1; Russia, 7.2 to 8.7; the 
Netherlands, 10.9; and Canada, 6.5 to 7.5 cents. These sta
tistics demonstrate that our tariff on sugar has not made it 
eYen keep pace in price with articles whose supply is produced 
almost wholly in the United States, and that our citizens buy 
their sugar nearly as cheap per pound as the people of free-trade 
Great Britain, where wages are lower than with us, and much 
cheaper than those of any other country. Surely the sugar tariff 
can not be such a bad thing when a showing. like this can be 
made. 

Let us seek now to ascertain the probable effect of free trade 
in sugar on its cost to the consumer by examining the facts in 
regard to coffee--another article of practically universal con
sumption. From 1865 to 1870 coffee paid a duty of 5 cents per 
pound, when it was reduced to 3 cents, and in .May, 1872, it was 
placed on the free list, where it has since remained. The whole
sale prices of coffee on the New York market have been as 
follows : For the seven years-1865 to 1871, inclusive-19.33. 
17.lD, 16.14, 10.62, 9.31, 10, and 12.81 cents per pound, re
spectively-an aYerage price of 13.34 cents. During the first 
frrn years of this period the duty was 5 cents a pound and for 
the other two it was 3 cents. There were big promises of a 
che:rp breakfast table when the act of 1872 placing coffee on the 
free list was passed, but we find, on the contrary, the following 
range of prices for coffee for the next seven years-1873 to 1879, 
inclusive-18.37, 21.25, 18.06, 17.38, 19.44, 16.38, and 14.31, re
spectively, being an average for the first seven years under free 
coffee of 17.88 cents per pound as compared with 13.34 cents 
during the preceding period, or 4.54 cents per pound higher 
under f-ree trade than before the duty was removed. During 
the 10 years-1887 to 1896-tbe price of coffee was 17.85 cents
not mnch cheap breakfast table in that. For the past 10 years 
the average wholesale price of coffee bas been 9.78 cents. Its 
price was 6.75 cents in 1902 and 14.35, or more than twice as 
high, in 1911. E"'ridently the price of coffee has been affected 
by causes independent of the import duty thereon. 

It is well known that Brazil and other countries impose a 
heavy export duty on coffee shipped abroad, and I have no doubt 
that when we removed our import duty on coffee it enabled 
these countries to collect much higher export rates, thereby 
benefiting their go·rnrnments but not giving our people any 
cheaper coffee. The same thing may happen in regard to sugar 
in such countries as Cuba and Java, which produce it in very 
large quantities and so cheaply, if we destroy our home sugar 
and become entirely de11endent for this great necessary on out
side markets. 

I recall wjth much interest a visit to Costa Rica several years 
a.go. Many fine coffee plunta tions were pointed out and we were 
told that it was one of the principal products of the country. 
In tlle capital city, San Jose, is a magnificent theater, said to 

be excelled by only two others on ear th, and it was constructed 
by the National Government out of the proceeds of an expor t 
tax on coffee. We admit coffee free of customs duty into the 
United States, but the Costa Ricans make our coffee drinkers 
pay them an export duty on every pound that leaves that 
counh·y. Suppose Cuba remains independent and produces six 
to eight million tons of sugar per annum, as some predict it 
will. What is to prevent it, after our domestic sugar industries 
have been destroyed by the pending bill, f rom imposing a heavy 
export duty on sugar similar to that laid on coffee by Brazil 
and Costa Rica? In that event there would be no more benefit 
to us from free sugar than we received from free coffee-none 
at all. 

We have discussed the effect of free sugar on our domestic 
industries, but what about Porto Rico .and Hawaii? What 
about Cuba, which enjoys such favorable reciprocal treaties 
with us? Exact data in regard to Porto Rico and Hawaii are 
difficult to obtain, but I am informed by well-posted men that a 
very serious blow would be given to both of these islands if 
sugar be made free. Porto Rico now produces nearly 300,000 
tons of sugar-almost as much as Louisiana-and the industry 
is a thriving one; but conditions for growing cane in that 
island are not as favorable as in Cuba, and if the Cuban sugar 
can come in free, profits on the Porto Rican article will be very 
much reduced. Moreover, Porto Rico now enjoys a fine trade 
in coffee with Cuba, selling there nearly one-half of its entire 
production of coffee at our preferential rate of 20 per cent less 
duty than that which coffee from other countries has to pay. 
Coffee is the principal product of Porto Rico and Cuba her best 
customer. Brazil can raise coffee cheaper than Porto Rico; and 
if our reciprocal trade with Cuba be destroyed by this bi~l, a 
result which must necessarily follow if sugar becomes free, 
Brazilian coffee would drive the Porto Rican article out of the 
Cuban market. Hence, both the sugar and coffee trade of Porto 
Rico will be badly injured. 

I am assured by representatives of the Hawaiian people that 
while a few of their best impro-ved plantations may be able to 
raise sugar in competition with the beet sugar of Germany and 
the cane of Java and Cuba, the great mass of Hawaiian cane 
growers will be forced to quit business if sugar is admitted 
free. 

A most serious situation arises in connection with Cuba, and 
one which gives me, as a southern man, very deep concern. 
Close students of affairs on the island-men who have lived 
there for many years and are thoroughly posted-<J.uestion very 
seriously whether or not the Cubans can raise and export sugar 
as cheap as the Germans, especially when one considers the 
magnificent railroads, waterways, and terminal facilities in 
Germany and the power of that great Government, through its 
State ownership ·of railroads, to assist the exports it is trying 
to exploit by extraordinarily cheap freights. We are now buy
ers of all the Cuban sugar, which comes in at an import rate 
20 per cent lower than their foreign competitors have to pay, 
and this giyes them a great advantage in selling to us. More
over, we sell to them annually about $60,000,00-0 of various 
kinds of merchandise under a treaty which fayors us between 
20 and 40 per cent. The fact that we buy from them all of 
their great sugar crop and sell them such a large percentage 
of what they need makes very close relation between the two 
countries and enables us to keep in close touch with them. If 
our treaty with Cuba be abrogated by this bill-and there can 
be no other result-if other countries, particularly Java and 
Germany, can send their sugars here on exactly the same terms 
as Cuba ; if the world can trade with Cuba on the same terms 
as ourselves, then the best market for their sugar will be taken 
from them ; and this, together with the hurly-burly of compet
ing rivalry among the merchants of many lands striving for 
the Cuban trade, is liable to cause much dissension, confusion, 
and national loss. In this event there is very apt to be such 
intestinal trouble as to create revolution, which will render it 
necessary for us to intervene, and our flag will never be low
ered if it is ever again raised there at the head of a hostile 
force. 

I would regard the annexation of Cuba as a terrible calamity 
to the Caucasian race in this country. We already have not 
only in the South but in many other parts of the Union a very 
difficult and complex race problem. In the Southern States 
every effort is being made to maintain the purity of Caucasian 
blood, and strenuous laws exist e•erywhere to prevent admix
ture of the races. Ju Cuba there is no racial distinction. 
Genuine Caucasians and people of negro blood intermingle in 
the freest manner. intermarry at will, and one race socially 
s.nd otherwise is just as good as the other. If Cuba be annexed 
we may reasonably expect to see it become a sovereign State 
of the Union with a few years, equal in eYery respect to all 
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others. Wba t then-wouid ·become of our boasted ra.Cial purify 
and social distinctions on account thereof, with such conditions 
in one of our sister Sta.tes as prevail universally in Cuba to
day? God forbid that snch a situation should ever confront us! 

Let us take a· b:isty glance at the· history of our sugar-tariff 
legislation. In 1789, when the first tariff act of the new Re
public was passed, a duty of 1 to 3 cents per pound was laid 
on importations of foreign sugar, and in every successive tariff 
act, with but one exception, from that day to this a duty ha.s 
been imposed on sugar. The exception was the McKinley Act 
of 1800, which in iieu of a duty gave a bounty of 2 cents a 
pound, and even in that act there was a duty of h.n.lf a cent 
per pound on sugar above No. 16 Dutch standard. 

In 1790 the rate was fixed at 1! to 5 cents per pound; H to 
3 cents in 1795; large ad valorem additions thereto in 1800 
and 1812 ; 3 to 12 cents in 1816 ; 2! to 3! cents in 1832 ; 2! to 6 
cents· in 1842; 30 per cent ad valorem in 1846 (the Walker 
tariff) ; 24 per cent in 1857; 2i to 8 cents and upward in the 
war tariffs of 1861, 1862, and 1864; 1i to 4 cents in 1870; 25 
per cent in addition to pending rate in 1875; L40 to 3.50 cents 
in 18 3; under No. 16 Dutch standard., free, one-half cent per 
pound duty on sugar abo-ve No. 16 Dutch standard, and a bounty 
of 2 cents a ponnd on all sugar in 1890 (McKinley) ; 40 per cent 
ad valorem and one-eighth cent a pound additional on sugar 
above No. 16 Dutch standard in 1894 (Wilson) ; 0.95 to 1.05 
cents in 1897 (Dingley); and 0.95 to 1.90 cents in 1909~the 
present Payne-Aldrich Jaw. 

During the 8 years that Thomas Jefferson, the Father of 
Democracy, occupied the White House-1801 to 1800-the duty 
on sugar was H to 3 cents a pound; in the 16 years' incumbency 
of those two· great Democrats, .Madison and l\Ionroe-18ro to 
1825-it was from 3 to 12 cents; when Old Hickory, the Demo
crat of Democrats, ruled supreme, followed by his special pet, 
Van Buren-1829 to 1841-it was 3 to 12 cents and then 2-! to 
3! cents; the Walker 30 per cent ad -valorem of 1846 came under 
the Democrat, Polk-1845 to 1849; the second ad valorem, 24 
per cent, was during the regime of Buchanan; and under Cleve
land we had the 40 per cent of tbe Wilson Act, with one-eighth 
cent a pound additional on sugars above No. 16 Dutch standard. 
During this long period of 124 yea.rs the Democrats have held 
the Presidency for 56 years, and never under a Democrat bas 
there been free sugar, but always a duty on it which brought 
large revenues and incidentally gave sufficient protection to 
materially assist the struggling industry. 

At the present time sugar is our best revenue producer, yield
ing annually about fifty-two millions, and it is the fairest and 
most uniformly distributed of all national taxes. Every citizen 
contributes his share, for everyone ~'lts sugar from the babe 
in its cradle to the old man tottering on the grave. The car
dinal principle of taxn.tion is equality and uniformity, and it is 
hard to find anything that more truly embodies this principle 
than our customs duty on sugar. 

Having shown the disastrous effects of free h·ade in sugar 
upon our domestic industry, our insular possessions, and Cuba; 
having pro•e that the price of sugar is cheaper in proportion 
than most articles of food, a.nd that no just complaint can be 
made on that score; and h...'lving pointed oat the consistent 
national poliey of a good rate of duty on sugar since the birth 
of the Republic, I now wish to ask whence comes the great 
agitation to have sugnr placed on the free list? Is it the bona 
fide action of the American consumer who belieYes he is op
pressed by the price of this commodity and hopes to get relief 
from Congress, or is it the result of a well-planned scheme by 
the sugar refiners? The Ways and :Means Committee, and a 
great many other Members of Congress have been flooded by 
petitions and telegrams asking for free sugar, but it is signifi
cant that all of these petitions appear to be on prepared sheets 
of perforated yellow paper, sent out by Frank O. Lowry, sales 
agent of tbe Federal Sagar Refining Co. l\I-r. Lowry has been 
carrying on a systematic campaign in the interest of free suO'ar 
pretending to represent a committee of wholesale grocers, 

0

bat 
~hen questioned in regard to it (see part 19, Hardwick Hear
mgs, pp. 16 and 17, et seq.) he admitted there was no such 
o_rganization, and that the sum of $12,000 spent in the distribu
tion of free-sugar literature was furnished by the Federal Sugar 
Refining Co. 

:Mr. Claus A. Spreckels, president of this company, testified as 
follows : 

Mr. HINDS. Mr. Sfireckel.s, you have been carrying on a campaign to 
rei~;.e J~~~~~~s~\ ~:;;cial to the cane-sugar refiners. 
fin!~~-? Hums. Of course, that will be damaging to the beet-sugar re-

Mr. SPRECKELs •. To some extent it will. (Pt. 27, p. 2215 of hear
ings.) .. • • • • 

Mr. Hnros_ Now~ Mr. Spreckels, it was testified in Wasbin!!ton thn.t 
th~ movement for l<?werin~ the tarUI on soga.r, the movement"' which is 
gomg on now and m which you were interested, that your company 
had expended $12,000 for literature, etc. 

Mr. SPRECKELS. Possibly. I do not know what the a.mount ls. I dare 
say we have. (Pt. 27, p. 2.276 of hearings_) 

One of my colleagues from the South told me that just before 
this bill .came up in the Democratic caucus he recei•ed 19 tele
grams from business men in his city urging him to support a 
~ig reduction. in t!1e tariff duties on sugar and that they were 
mduced to wire h1m by Frank C. Lowry. This is nnother case 
of th_e Greeks bearing gifts, and, just as the Trojans found the 
Grecian horse to be their ruin, so will the American people who 
expect cheap sugar from these Sugar Trust advocates of free 
trade be sadly disappointed. It is like the devil quoting 
Script_u.re for the multimi1lionaire sugar refiner, Claus Spreckels, 
and his a_gents to. spend $12,000 ot money, wrung from the public 
by exorbitant prices when sugar crops were short, to fool inno
ce~t citizens int~ believi~~ they are injured by the sugar tnriff. 
It is a scurVY trick, but it seems to ha.ve deceived a good many 
Congressmen. 

I am greatly surprised at the apparent solicitude of the Ways 
and Means Committee for the sugar refiners. On page 5 of the 
report attached to the pending bill t..he committee says: 

Be.et sugar leaves the first ma~ufacturing establishment in a refined 
condition.. bot all cane sugar, which constitutes a.bout four-fifths of our 
consumption must be refined; consequently the refining interest is the 
mo~t lmP-Ortant factor connectea with sugar manufacturing in the 
U~ted Stat~. ~erefo~e the. ~naustrial position of refining requires 
pnmar:y con:;1derat1on. ~he abiliry bf the refiners to compete with other 
~~e1;r~es without the aid of tariff protection can not be successfully 

They prove this statement by a long quotation from the testi
mony of this sa.me Mr. Olaru; A. Spreckels; and although they 
attempt to show that the sugar-refining business constitutes a 
great trust, their conclusion, in substance, is that the refiners 
need protection from the rapacity of the beet-sugar producers, 
and therefore sugar must be placed on the free list. Take it 
all in all, this report is. the most remarkable document I ever 
perused, and it is sad for a Democrat to see his party thus 
pla~ing i?to ~e hands of a gigantic trust and destroying a 
busmess m wh1cl1 hundreds of thousands of American farmers 
and manufuctarers are engaged in order to gi\e heavier profits 
to a set of refiners who are already overburdened with wealth. 

l can not believe such a thing was intended by my fellow 
Democrats on the Ways and Means Committee, but beyond 
question that w·u be the r.esult if this bill becomes a law. 
There will probably be a heavy reduction in the retail price of 
sugar for three or four years. until all our domestic growers 
of beets and cane have been driYen into other pursuits, and then 
the refiners will charge what they please, for we will be en
tirely at their mercy. Nearly four-fifths of the sugar we use 
is made from cane, and most of it is not really a merchantable 
article until it has passed through the processes of the e big 
refiners. We are beginning to refine in our Louisiana mills 
and all beet sugar is refined at the local factories. Put tbes~ 
two agencies out of business and the Sugar Trust will ha. ve no 
competition. Small wonder that the refiners are so anxious for 
sugar to be on the free list ! 

In conclusion I desire to say that the proposed measure is un
Democratic and revolutionary. Our great Democratic Party, 
which has been in existence since the beginning of this Gov
ernment, has never stood for any such wholesale destruction of 
private interests and complete ruin to farming communities 
and such gross injustice to hundreds of thousands of our best 
citizens in the interest of a few dozen rich men as the enactment 
of this measure at the behest of the sugar refiners would mean. 
We have never stood for free trade, nor have any of our party 
platforms so declared, but always for a tariff for revenue. and 
if incidental protection accompanied such a tariff there was no 
objection to it. 

Tbe Denver platform was very specific for a gradual reduc
tion of such tariff schedules as is necessary to reduce them to 
a re1enue basis; and there has been so much reduction in the 
sugar tariff during recent years by the free admission of 
300,000 tons of Philippine sugar, the 20 per cent reduction in 
favor of Cuba, and the lowering of duties in the Payne-Aldrich 
bill that the present tariff, so far as sugar is concerned, is on an 
ideal revenue basis, which can not be · improved upon; · hence 
there is no reason for any further change in it. If the extreme 
view be taken, however, that sugar is a hothouse plant, as .'ome 
are pleased to call it, then it bas been fostered for 124 yenrs 
by every party that has controlled this Government, and to re
move this fatherly care at one fell swoop would be heartless 
in the extreme, for it means quick and certain death. I can 
not believe that the majority of my party stands for any such 
act of vandalism. It is not required by any platform pledge, 
but, on the contrary, violates the implied promise of our leaders 
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at Denver not to make radical changes, but only gradual reduc
tions in tariff schedules. If we hope to elect a President next 
fall, we must convince the American people that we are sane, 
constructive statesmen and not rash destroyers of conditions 
that have existed since the Republic was born. We should make 
haste slowly in measures of ..such far-reaching magnitude. 

The CHAIRl\fAN. The gentleman - from Louisiana [Mr. 
ESTOPINAL] is recognized. 

1\lr. ESTOPINAL. l\fr. Chairman, this is probably the first 
time in the history of American legislation that we have sought 
to pass a law to deliberately wipe out a planting industry, and 
in this particular case it is one of large importance now, with 
a promise of future development limited only by a gi·eat and in
creasing demand. And, moreover, in this particular case we 
propose to destroy an industry which wields more influence on 
other industries and other prodrn;tions than it directly benefits 
those who are engaged in it. To produce and haul cane and 
manufacture it into marketable sugar requires costly machinery 
and large numbers of mules and horses, making it a source of 
splendid trade stimulation to both the manufacturer of costly 
machinery and the farmer who raises stock for the market. In 
a report on beet sugar made by the Secretary of Agriculture, 
Hon. James Wilson, in 1909, he says: 

As this industry develops in the West, it is the main feature, attract
ing and supporting many things and uniting them in an intensive agri-

• cultural husbandry. As it works out in the West, it is the " mother 
lode " of agricultural development. 

Which shows that beet-sugar production has the same stimu
lating effect. 

But, .Mr. Chairman, the whole trend of modern political 
thought and action in this country seems to be to hit something. 
This tendency runs, I will sa.y in exemplification, the whole 
gamut of abysmal energy, from the "big stick" of the United 
States to the bigwig committee of this House; and as "death 
IoYes a shining mark," this bigwig committee has hit out at a 
mark which shines as luminously, as warmingly, and as grow
ingly on the present and future prosperity of this country as 
the noonday ·sun shines on the fine and fallow and fertile farms 
of our charming Pelican State. And we are called upon to 
strike down these " mather lodes" of domestic sugar produc
tion, which permeate so fruitfully every feature of American 
industrial life and which promises multiplied commercial effects 
as the stream of domestic output grows larger and larger. 

Of all the sugar we consume-more than three and one-third 
million tons-less than 200,000 tons are imported from coun
tries which pay to us the full existing rate of duty. We are 
fostering a magnificent trade by giving free entrance of sugar 
from Hawaii, Porto Rico, and the Philippine Island's, and we 
are giving a differential to Cuba which is expanding our trade 
with that fertile island. Our total exports to these noncon
tiguous territories and Cuba were last year more than $140,-
000,000, having grown with great rapidity under the impulse 
of this favored legislation regarding sugar. 

Thus, Mr. Chairman, it is impossible to estimate the in
fluence which tile development of sugar produc_tion and our 
sugar traffic is having on other productions and on the indus
tries of the country. As I have just said, it reaches out into 
every avenue of trade as a vitalizing and sustaining influence. 
In addition to our cane-sugar production of nearly 800,000,000 
pounds we have grown from a small output of beet sugar, which 
20 years ago required but 7,155 acres, to a total in 1910 of over 
1,000,000,000 pounds, requiring almost 500,000 acres of land. If 

• we destroy this domestic productiqn and disorganize our trade 
with the islands of the eastern and western oceans, we shall 
ha>e struck a blow at our national prosperity far beyond any 
good effects to the country that the saving of H cents a pound 
would have even at · this time. And if we place our large de
mand for sugar at the mercy of foreign raisers and the big 
refineries on the seaboard, even a small apparent good may be 
wiped out by some process of combination, which would leave 

· us without our industry, with its stimulation and ramifica
tions, and compel us to pay more for our sugar than we are 
now paying. 

When it is known that we ha\e in the United States, as esti
mated by the Secretary of Agriculture, at least 274,000,000 
acres of land adapted to the cultivation of the sugar beet, and 
that of the three and one-third million tons we consume we are 
now producing of beet sugar considerably more than 1,000,000,000 
pounds, or over one-seventh of our consumption, from less than 
500,000 acres, we gain a faint idea of what we are called upon 
to sacrifice in the way of possible national energies in produc
tion in this bill. 

Then, Ur. Chairman, in considering this effort for a micro
scopic contrmution to a free breakfast table we must remember 
that there are other features of our national consumption 
which must be considered in this connection. The raising of 

beets to produce sugar contributes largely to the cattle-raising 
industry of this country. With the development of the beet
sugar industry, the decrease in the price of meats, so earnestly 
desired, might easily mean more to the average citizen than 
the saving on the small amount of sugar which he consumes~ 
The report of the Secretary of Agriculture, Hon. James Wilson, 
in 19-09, bears convincingly on this point. He says in that 
l'eport : 

The sugar industry bas had a remarkable influence in the stimula
tion, elevation, and improvement generally of the live-stock interests. 
This has occurred in bettering the breeds, increasing the number of 
stock, and multiplying the productive resources of the stock industry. 
It has turned vast areas from simple grazing to stock production for 
an purposes, from producing the " stocker " to producing a good quality 
of meat for consumption, also dairy and creamery products and breeding 
fine blooded animals of different kinds. 

Note that he speaks also of its stimulating effects to increase 
dairy and creamery products, another article of uni>ersal use, 
for which the people ha\e been suffering for the lack of larger 
production. 

It is h·ue, Mr. Chairman, that, even with the domestic output 
reaching to a total of more than one and three-quarters billions 
of pounds, we are but in the bridle path, yet this bridl~ path 
leads out, unerringly, into the broad highway of national prog
ress if we destroy not the bridges which must afford the rueans 
of reaching it. And for what gain do we seek to burn these 
bridges which enable us to reach and travel this highway of 
national progress? Our total consumption of sugar per capita 
is a little over 80 pounds. Of this it is estimated that 50 
pounds goes into manufacturing, which is sold to the consumer 
at prices which preclude the idea of reduction in the price of 
the manufactured article on account of the small tariff saving. 
This leaves 30 pounds per capita used in the family as sugar. 
Granted that we saye the H cents per pound, which is shown to 
be the increase which the tariff causes, we have a total ap
parent saying of 45 ~ents per capita, or $2.25 for a family ·of 
fiye persons, per annum, and with the wiping out of nearly one
fifth of . our consumption, and one-seventeenth of the world's 
supply, by the destructi-on of this local production of beet and 
cane sugar there is bound to be an appreciable effect in the rise 
of prices, somewhat akin to the disturbance of last year. 

But assuming that the saving to the consumer be the full 1! 
cents per pound, or $2.25 for the average family; when we 
know the economic liberality, in expenditure, of the average 
American family, and reckon the tremendous effects which the 
national increase in sugar production would inevitably exert 
on the industrial and economic situation of this country in the 
next 10 or 12 years, this supposed gain might easily prove to bo 
a most disastrous loss. Substantial relief to the consumer of 
the country from such trifling saving which involves so many 
national losses, in so many ways, is out of the question, and we 
will be but playiilg to the galleries if we try it. 

Sugar is the one product of the farms of the country which 
has not engaged in the race for the goal of high prices. It is 
the one product which has consistently maintained its friend
ship for the men of moderate means, for it has gone lower and 
lower, decade after decade. l\Ir. Truman G. Palmer furnishes 
us with the following figures : 

In 1870 the average New York wholesale price of standard granu
lated sugar was 10.7 cents per pound; in 1880, 8.81 cents; 1890, 6.27 
cents ; 1900, 5.32 cents; 1910, 4.97 cents. 

Why slaughter such an amiable and consistent friend? Why 
not take him by the · hand and give him support in his efforts 
to be the Santa Claus to both the commercial progress of the 
country and to the consumer, that he may continue to shower 
gifts on both? 

Why, Mr. Chairman, I have known him since I was a smnll 
boy. He has grown immensely. in size since then, but kinder 
and kinder to the people. And in addition to his unremitting 
efforts to serve the people more equitably than his brothers in 
proctuction, he has paid since I have known him, nearly 
$2,000,000,000 toward the support of our Government. Surely 
he deserves not this att-c:1.ck in the house .of his friends. I say 
in the house- of his friends advisedly, for an import duty on 

•sugar has ever been a Democratic duty, for it has always been 
one which has afforded a maximum of revenue with a minimum 
of protection. 

Now, let me say another thing, Mr. Chairman, for the thought~ 
ful consideration of the Members on this side from the cotton
growing South. If we destroy the cane-sugar indush·y oi Louis
iana to what must we turn? Inevitably it must be cotton, for 
the sugar lands of my State are ideal cotton lands which will 
produce a bale to th9 acre. .Already we have heard a Member 
state on· this floor that he had plowed under a part of his 
crop, it not being profitable to even gather it at the prices pre
vailing at that time. What would be the effect of adding a 
half of a million bales to our present enormous production ; 
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and how would the possible saving of $2.25 for each family 
balance against the certain lowering of the price on 14,000,000 
bales of cotton? 

Mr. Chairman, the stream of money that the enacting of this 
bill into Iuw would take from this country, and the loss of the 
developing and prosperity-bringing infiuen~e which the produc
tion of sugar is having- now, and: which it will have more largely 
if not disturbed, means much to our future, and there can l>e· no 
real offset to these certain losses. [Applause.] 

[By unanimous consent Mr. EsTOPINAL was granted le·ave to 
extend his remarks in the RECOlJll]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time--!or debate on this filllen<lment 
has expired. 

The questfon is on the amendment of the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. BROUSSARD]. 

The question wa_s taken, and the Ohair annotmced that the 
noes seeined to have it. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Division, Mt. Chairman. 
The committee divided; and there were-ayes 54, noes 89. 
So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. PROUTY, Mrr. BUR"h..""E of Pennsyl"fa.nia, Mr. MORSE of 

Wisconsin, and Mr. LEl\'ROOT rose. 
The ORAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. PROUTY] 

is recognized. 
Mr. PROUTY. J\fi. Cha.itman, I offer an amendment, which 

I send to the· Clerk's desk. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa offers an 

amendment, which the Clerk will report. 
The Clerk read as foll-0ws: 
On page 2, line 10, strike out the words " f-ree of duty " and insert 

In lieu thereof the words ''at a duty of li cents per pound." · 

Ur. PROUTY. Mr. Chairman, I have been reading for some 
two weeks every article of literature I could get on. the sugar 
question. I have been listening for two clays patiently to the 
arguments upon this floor for the single purpose of determining 
in my own mind one question, and that is-, How low a duty 
could be placed upon sugar without destroying the American 
industries? I ha.ve reached a conclusion in my own mind as· a 
result of all the arguments that the American industries could 
be preserved with a tariff of H cents- per lJound. I know there 
has been a little conttict in the testimony given on this floor, but 
I accept substantially the statement made by the chairman of 
the committee that has been investigating the sugar questi.on 
[Mr. HARDWICK]. Last evening~ in response to a direct question, 
he stated that if this bill went into effect, in. his judgment it 
would wipe out the beet-sugar industry in this country. 

.Mr. HARDWICK. I hope the gentleman will not misquote me. 
Mr. PROUTY. All I ha-ve to say in regard to that is that I 

ask him to put it in the RECORD. All I ask of him now is to put 
it in the RECORD just as the shorthand notes show it, and I wi11 
appeal to the House as to whether he is right 01· whether I am 
right. 

Mr. HARDWICK. The gentleman is-entirely mistaken. The 
shorthand notes· will not be changed to even the dotting of 
an " i." 

1\fr. PROUTY. Then it is a question of your memory and 
mine. 

Mt·. HARDWICK. You are wrong. 
Mr. PROUTY. I sat behind you and listened to you myself, 

and I will stake my reputation upon this floor that you stated 
substantially just what I ba:ve said. 

l\Ir. HARDWICK.- Substantially? 
Mr. PROUTY. I do not claim to quote the exact wo:i:ds; but 

you said, in response to a question by a gentleman on this side 
bf the House, that, in your opinion., it would wipe out the sugar 
industry, or words to that eff.ect. ln reply to a question as to 
cane sugar,. you said. you did not know whether it could survive 
or not. 

Mr. HARDWICK. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UN
DERWOOD] said that, and not me. I think it will probably wipe 
out Louisiana sugar. ~ 

l\Ir. PROUTY. That is what I said. 
Mr. HARDWICK~ You said "beet sugar" just now. Yo 

can not keep yom: own statements together. It will wipe out 
cane sugar, or most of it. 

Mr. PROUTY. You said, suootantially, that, in your opinion, 
it would ultimately wipe out both. Well, everybody who knows 
me is aware of the fact that I have for years believed we ought 
to- have a tariff in this country just as low as possible in order 
to protect American labor and American industries .. 

t am frank to say that I have felt that some of my brethren 
with- whom I agree abselutely on the theory of protectio-n have 
placed a tariff on some things too high, but I never have and I 
never will stan.cl in this House. and vote for any mea-sure that I 
believe will wipe out American industries an<l leave us a:bso-

lutely at the mercy ot Europe. [Applause on the Republican 
side.} Everybody who is familiar with the situation knows 
that there is- a great international syndicate that controls sugar 
in the Old World, and they limit absolutely the amount that 
may be exported. Now, suppo e there happens just what these 
gentlemen substantially admit will_ happen, that this industry 
will be wiped out in this country, and that syndicate says it 
will not allow any more sugar to be ~hipped over here. How 
are you going. to feed the hungry people in this country? 

A ~1El'>fBER. Raise more beets. 
Mr. PROUTY. Raise more beets? The industry is gone. r 

still adhere to the old doctrine of Abraham Lincoln, that if 
we buy our sugar in Germany they will have our money and 
we will have the sugar, but if yon raise it in this country we 
will have both the money and the sugar. The Democratic 
theory would enrich Germany but impoverish America. I am 
for Ametica. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania, Mr. GUERNSEY, Mr. GOOD, 

and Mr. RIVERA rose. 
The CHAIRl\lAN. The gentleman from Porto Rico [Mr. 

RIVERA] is recognized. 
:Mr. RIVERA. Mr. Chairman, the place which my country 

holds in this debate is really singular. If the Congre s should 
approv-e the-complete suppression of the su"'ar tariff, the sugar
prodncing States such as Louisiana, Colorado, and others- would .. 
suffer more or less in their interests, and their business would 
diminish to some extent; but they would, nevertheless, continue 
their commercial life and the development of their economical 
resources, and so compensate the loss which they would suffer. 
Porto Rico is in a ~ery different position. The inclusion of 
sugar in the free list is equi"rnlent to- the immediate ruin of an 
industry that, within a conserYative estimation. repres-ents 
three-quarters of the agricultural production and the com· 
mercial movement of the island. 

Under the favorable conditions created by free trade between 
the United States and Porto Rico, the sugar plantations and 
sugar-manufacturing industries g1·ew with extraordinary rapid
ity during the last d~ade. In 1901, 68,909 tons of raw sugar 
w,ere exIJf)rted. In 1910, 284,522 tens- were exported. I ask 
unanimous consent to inert in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a 
brief statistical note which shall show the growth of the 
exportation of this article during the period to which I am 
referring: 

Sugar e:nporta. 

Fiscal year. 

1901. - -- .. - - - - - - - -- . -- -...... -- ., - - .. - - - . -- -- ... -- . -
1902 ... - ........ - .. - .......•.. - -· ... -- .. - ····-- .. -- -
1903. - - . - •...•..•. - - .•. - . - . - - - - . - - . - .. - .. - .. - . -- ... 
1904 •.. - - •.••.. - .. - - .•....•. -- - . - - .. - - . - - - .••• -- . - -
1905. --- • ·- .......... - -- . -· .....• - - -· ....•......... -
1906 ...••••• - •.•. -· • --- -- .•. - •••.••••...• - ... - .•..••. 
1907·-·--····-----······--·······--·····-··--------
1908 ..•..•...••...•.•....•....•...•.•.........•.... 
1909 •. -- •• -- .. - . -- .• - -- - - -- .••.. - - .••..••. -- .. -- -- . 
1910 ....... - - .... - •... -· - . - . -- . - ·. - . -·. - . - . - . - . - - - . 

Tons. 

68,909 
91,912 

113, 106 
129,647 
135,663 
205,277 
204,079' 
234,001 
244,257 
284,522 

Value. 

$4, 715,611 
5,890,302 
7,470, 122 
8,690,814 

11,925,804 
14, 184, 607 
14, 770,682 
18,000;504 
18,433,446 
23,545,922 

Average
price per 

ton. 

$68.43 
64.08 
66.04 
67.03 
87.90 
69.10 
72.37 
76.52 
75.46 
82. 7J 

From this statistical umrnary it appears that the tota1 
amount of sugar exported !Trew fourfold in 10 years, while the 
value of this- product was fivefold more by reason of the rise 
in the prices, which in 1901 wa , as an average, that of $66.43 
and in 1910 that of $82.75 per ton. In 1901 the raw sugar ot• 
Porto Rico in its total output was sold for $4,715,611. In 1910 
it was sold for $23,5451922. And as the duties per hundred 
pounds are $1.65 and per ton $33, as a result we find that in the 
total eArportation of the island in 1910 was benefited in the sum 
of $D,389,226. 

The value of the total exportation of products from Porto 
Rico to the United States durin"' the year 1010 was thnt of 
$32,095,897. So $23,545,922 in sugar were exported, and in 
other products, such as tobacco, coffee, fruits, and so fortlt,. 
$8,549,975 were ex.ported; we here, as I said before, find that 
the total amount produced by sugar is three-quarteTs of the 
total amoJJ;nt of the whole production of the i land. 

Now, then, the average cost of production of sugar per lrnn
dred pounds is estimated at $2.50 and the average price of sale 
for 10 years, according to the most exact statistics, is $72.96 
per ton and $3.65 per hundred pounds; if we deduct $1.65, which 
is-the benefit derived from the present tariff, the agriculturist re~ · 
ceives only $2 per hundred pounds, or, in other words, 50- cents 
less than it costs him to produce them. A loss of t11is kind 
means absolute impossibility of continuing the cultivation of 
sugar· cane and the manufacture of sugar. And the absolute 
certainty< that in a very short period the pr9sperlty which 
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Porto Rico had reached within the last 10 years in virtue of its 
perseverent efforts and its wonderful activities, which had 
forced .an island of 3,600 square miles to reach a commercial 
importance of $80,000,000, and thus to occupy the seventh place 
in commerce among the Latin-American, would disappear. 

In the year 1899 a modern fac.tor:y was established in the 
southern -valleys, between Ponce and Guayam.a-the Central 
Aguirre; in the year 1890 another large factory was established 
in the plains to the southeast, between Ponce and l\1ayaguez. 
These were followed a few years later by a third factory, in 
Fajardo, at the northeast. 'The three of them owe thei!L' exist
ence to American capital, and they are valued at more than 
$10,000,000. Simultaneously and encouraged by the example, 
.native capital commenced to be invested in the sugar business 
until it was converted into an unextinguishable source of life 
and progress. At present, it may be assured without exaggera
tion of any sort, that the Porto Ilican and American capital 
invested in this manufacture is over $80,000,000, one-half of 
which is invested in lands and iplantations, the other in build
ings and machineries. The $37,000,000 corresponding to the in
vestment in machinery would be irredeemably lost if any paraly
zation should occur, and this would happen if sugar were in
cluded in th'e free list. 

The $38,000,000 corresponding to. the inversion made in lands 
and plantations would decrease by from 40 to 70 per cent. 
Acres of land which are now sold and bought at $200 would then 
be worth from -$80 to $100. Therefore no less than "$56,000;000 
would be the cost to the American and Porto Rican capitalists -Of 
the measures which I am now diseussing in this House. The 
gentlemen who are to decide with their votes such a serious 
matter as this is will readily understand that it is necessary 
to meditate and weigh the pros and cons of this subject-v-ery 
calmly :before deciding the fate of an industry on which is based 
the welfare of a people to whom even the right of voting is 
<lenied, while the subject of the discussion is its principal ele
ment of vitality. 

But there is something more important still. A:s in the 
course of 10 years the industry de>eloped and the production 
quadruplicated, there was more l:abor required, and wa~s were 
raised. The laborer who before 1901 earned 40 cents for his 
day's work now, m 1.912, receives 60 cents und 70 eents. If the 
field of activity is limited and the type of wages. decreased, 
100,000 laborers will be without work, and the <doors of emigra
tion or beggary will be opened for them; another 100,-000 would 
continue working, perhaps, but under the old rate of wages, 
without the cost of living-which in 1912 is much more expen
sive-being reduced parallelly. Free sugar, therefore, signifies, 
in so far as the laborer of the island is concerned., not a possi
bility nor a probability, but a -certainty of future c-0nflic.ts and 
terrible sufferings. 

It is convenient to note, on the other hand, the circumstance 
that the reduction in exportation would be accompanied by a 
reduction in importation. Porto Rico h.a.s an annual income of 
$10,000,000 on account of the tariff, which opens ih the United 
States an excellent market for its raw sugar, its toba.ceo, its 
fruits, for all its products excepting coff-ee, which :already figures 
in the free list and bas no protection whatever. But the mer
chandise imported during 1911 from the United St:ntes iinto 
Porto Rico amounted to $34,671,958, '3.Ild, naturally, the nn.tional 
industries obtain a benefit not less than that <>btained by the 
island. Therefore we are not receiving any gift; it is a trans
action of mutual benefit that is no more than just. If Porto 
Rico should sell less and buy less, the national agricultUl•e and 
commerce would be greatly affected when the $35,000,000 which 
they now sell to the Porto Ricans were reduced to $10,000,000 
·or $12,000,000. The following statistic notes demonstrate the 
rise of our purchases in the American markets : 
Fi·om the United States : 1001 __________________________________________ ~6,965,4-08 

t~8~============================================= i&~~§:~~~ 1904 _________________________________________ 11,210,069 
1905 __________________________________________ .13,974,074 

1906--------------------------------------------- 19,124,881 
1907--------------------~---------------------- 25,~86,285 
1908----------------------------~-~---------- 22,677,378 1909 ______________ -1.....________________________ 23, 618, ,545 
mm _________________________________________ ~ 22,097,654 

As :is seen, the increase is progressive and incessant. Porto 
Rico, if existing conditions do not vary, will buy of the United 
States $50,000,000 annu.ally in 1915. If existing conditions do 
change, then it wm buy one-quarter of what it now purchases. 
And the American producers will undoubtedly suffer the conse
quences and b-e prejudiced. 

I am obliged to call the attention of the House to another 
view of the pro-blem-to its political Rspect. It is 14 years 
since the American people occupied the island of Porto Rico 
and. 12 years from the date of the approval of the Foraker Act. 

This act, as its own title demonstrates, was of temporary eh.ar
acter ;. but, nevertheless, it is still the constitution by which the 
isl.and is governed, although the Porto Ricans insistently and m
all forms, year after year, have been asking Congress to vote 
for their country a more liberal organic law, which should be 
more in harmony with the :advance of contemporaneous progress 
and the character -0.f democracy in America.. 

In Porto Rico the legislative power works under the control 
of a sort of insular ·senate, which is called Executive Council, 
and whose members are appointed by the President of the 
United States. The efforts of the representatives of the people 
are always met and crushed by the resistance from this semi
bureaucratical body, which first makes the laws and afterwards 
.apply them if they belie1e it convenient, or do not apply them 
if it is deemed better to overlook or forget them. 

The executive power is wholly exercised by the governor and 
his cabinet. The people do not know the tribute they pay, nor 
are they .able to enforce a correct application of the law; and 
when they pr-0test and make .any claim against -such conditions 
they are answered that they are not prepared, because such 
is the information given to the Federal Government by its 
agents in the island, who are not disposed to lose the absolute 
•control which the Foraker Act gives them. 

The disgust is great, and must be so, among those who are 
under such regimen, which would be applied and maintained 
only by a military and aristocratic nation, but which no federa
tion of free and democratic states would apply and uphold. 

A party for the independence of the island fa .at present being 
organized, and it is based -011 the growing political discontent
ment and on the well-founded discouragement of the people. If 
to this political uneasiness we add the bankruptcy which the 
ruin of the sugar industry would bring, the country would raise 
its unanimous protestation to Congress requesting one of the 
two following -solutions : . 

Au ample system -0f self-government which will enable tl1:e 
·country not only to organize its own administration and vote its 
own laws but also to make its own treaties with other nations 
and provide good markets for its products. 

Or a complete national independe.nee, with or without the pro .. 
tecforate of the United States, which will permit the country, 
free from all economical or political restrictions, to unfold its 
own initiath"es and to develop its own resources-in one word, 
to become the owner of itself, as our neighbor, the island of 
Cuba, is. 

The Porto Ricans, even the most ardent lovers of independ .. 
ence, confide in the American people and know that the Con .. 
:gress of the United States will not commit the great injustice 
of depriving them of the advantages of a protective tariff for 
the insular products which the island exports and which are con
sumed here so long as the protective tariff for the products that 
are exported from here and are there consumed be continued. 

By suppressing the duties on sugar the annual benefit of 
$10,000,000 which -0ur industries now receive would also be sup
pressed and the United States would then receive $10;000,000 
without giving anything in exchange. 

Porto Rico expectantly awaits that Congress give one more 
proof of its high capacity and noble rectitude by avoiding the 
ruin of a country almost without hope and which has no means 
-0f defense. [Applause.] 

I ask unanimous consent to be allowed to -extend my remarks 
in the REOORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Porto Rico asks un.an
imous consent to extend his remarks in the RECORD. Is there 
-objection? 

There was no -0bjection. 
:Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous cu'tl

sent that all debate on the pending amendment to the paragraph 
be now closed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Alabama? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Not on the paragraph, but -0n the pend
ing amendment. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I wish t-0 speak on the 
pending amendment. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Then I ask unanimous consent, Mr. 
Chairman, to close debate on the pen-ding amendment in five 
minutes, so that the gentleman can come in. 

.Ur. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to speak against 
the amendment. 

l\fr. U:l\TDERWOOD. Then, Mr. Ch3.irman, I a.sk that debate 
cillse on the pending amendment in 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause.] 
The Chair bears none, .and it is so ordered. The gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. FOWLER] is recognized. 

[Mr. FOWLER addressed the committee.· See Appendix.] 
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l\Ir. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, it is idle for the gentle
man from Georgia [Mr. HARDWICK] to quibble about the state
ment he has made here on the floor. That distinguished gentle
man sat for months at the head of an important committee of 
this House, taking testimony, and with what result? Every 
line ·of that report, every table that is contained in it, every 
statement that is found therein, not even excepting those of the 
employees of the Sugar Trust itself, contradicts the statements 
that have been made by the gentleman and his colleagues upon 
the floor. 

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Chairman, I want to congratulate 
the gentleman on his familiarity with the subject. He evi
dently knows nothing about it. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 0 Mr. Chairman, I have read the 
report. 

Mr. HARDWICK. Has the gentleman read any page of the 
record? Will the gentleman cite any statement that I have 
made on this floor that is not substantiated by that record? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will cite the gentleman's statement 
here that the beet-sugar industry would not be wiped out, to
gether with the statement in his report that suiar could be 
raised in Java at a cost of H cents. My colleague from Iowa 
[Mr. PICKETT] has shown from this report that beet sugar could 
be produced in Germany at more than a cent a pound less than 
in the United States. Yet the gentleman from Georgia says 
now on the floor, after taking testimony to the contrary on that 
subject, "such will not be the result." Out of your own mouth 
you are convicted. ... 

And this explains, l\:Ir. Chairman, why it is that our friends 
on the other side are not ready now to have any hearings or 
any testimony taken on the subject. They never intended to 
get it at this time. They started in with the purpose and intent 
of investigating something else: something entirely different, 
and they have incidentally gotten facts which they do not want 
and which they now undertake to repudiate upon this floor. 

I want to quote here again from the testimony taken before 
the committee of which the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. HARD
WICK] was the chairman, to contradict a statement to the effect 
that the full amount of duty was paid by the American con
sumer. This is taken from the record that the gentleman him
self has made, and, inasmuch ·as there is some dispute about 
the figures and computations on this matter, ·I propose to 
establish the contrary beyond all controversy by citing an actual 
trade sale. · 

Ou the 31st day of l\Iarch, 1910, or during the two weeks prior 
to that time 25,000,000 pounds of granulated sugar were i:;old for 
export to London at the price of $3.60 per hundred in bond 
f. o. b. at New York. Upon that there was a drawback which 
is given upon granulated sugar, amounting to $1.90, making the 
total price which was received for the sugar $5.55 per han
drell pounds. During the two weeks in which that sugar was 
sold the price·on the New York market, as given by the reports 
filed by the gentleman from Georgia and submitted by his own 
committee here to us, ranged from $5.10 to $5.20, so that the 
price below tbe European parity at that time was from 40 to 
45 cents. 

Mr. HARDWICK. Does the gentleman think that one trans-
action settles the prices? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I am glad the gentleman has asked 
that question, because if I had time I would rend from the 
gentleman's own report a statement that that condition con
tinued for all but two months of that year, and only during two 
months was the price here above the European parity. I favor 
this amendment because I believe it gives a fair and reasonable 
protection to the American producer. [Applause on the Repub
lican side]. 

The CHAIRMAN . . Debate on this amendment is closed. The 
question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa · [l\fr. PROUTY]. _ 

The question being taken, on a division (demanded by Mr. 
GREEN of Iowa and Mr. l\foRSE of Wisconsin) there were-ayes 
45, noes 76. 

Accordingly the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I should like to inquire 

how many Members there are on that side of the House who 
tesire to offer amendments to the paragraph. -

l\fr. BURKE of Pennsylvania. I desire to offer an amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

1\fr. BURKE of Pennsylvania. I move to strike out the para
graph. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Before the gentleman proceeds, I should 
like to ask how many real amendments there are which gentle
men desire to offer. 

l\Ir. GOOD. I have one. 
Mr. LENROOT rose. 
Mr. J. M. C. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, I should like to be 

heard on the amendment 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

that debate on the amendments to this paragraph close at a 
quarter after 4 o'clock. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. Chairman, I hope gentlemen who have 
indicated their desire to offer amendments will not be cut off. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will ask unanimous consent, if the 
gentleman does not have an opportunity otherwise, that be 
may do so. 

Mr. W A.RBURTON. I should like to be heard. 
Mr. MONDELL. Can not the gentleman make the time a 

little later and close debate at half past 4 on this paragraph? 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Then, Mr. Chairman, I will make the 

request that the debate on this paragraph close at half past 4, 
and that a vote be taken then on all pending amendments, and 
that gentlemen may be recognized to offer amendments when 
they speak. 

Mr. MANN. The amendments to be pending. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. - Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. -Is there objection to the r~quest of the 

gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD]? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I mo"Ve to 

strike out this paragraph, for the reason that the manner in 
which this bill has been brought into this House indicates that 
it should not receive the support of any Member on either side 
of the aisle. 

On the 2d day of this month the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mi:.. UNDERWOOD J, chairman of the Ways and Means Committee 
introduced into this House the present bill. That was on Satur~ 
day afternoon. Sunday intervened, and Monday was the next 
working day, that being the 4th of March. On the morning of 
Tuesday the bill was reported back to this House, accompanied 
by a report, after the lapse of one single working day, with the 
statement that- · 

The Committee on Ways and Means have given a great deal of time 
and consideration to this special feature of the sugar schedule-

.A. bill involving $53,000,000 of revenue, a bill affecting thou· 
sands of employees and $200,000,000 of invested American capi
tal, a bill affecting the people of the United States everywhere 
under the American flag, introduced in the House and with the 
lapse of a single working day shot back into the House and then 
forced through under motions stifling debate. On the 4th of 
March, one year before their Waterloo, the men behind this bill 
met, and, according to the committee report, disposed not only 
of this bill in the Ways and Means Committee, but also of a 
bill affecting the incomes and business of the American people. 
The gentleman from Alabama also states, in the report on the 
income-tax bill, that it is made-
buftf~~:_ a very thorough investigation of the field of revenue possl-

A very thorough investigation being made between Saturday 
night and Tuesday morning, and, as I understand it, in harmony 
with the proceeding on the sugar bill, this income-tax bill, 
which is called its twin companion, was introduced into the 
Democratic caucus and adopted without even being read. And 
these are the gentlemen w1:J.o have been temporarily swept into 
power on the cry of " gag rule " in the Congress of the Uni tell 
States. A.re we to legislate by Congress or by political party 
caucus, in which you do not permit even the reading of pro· 
posed legislation affecting the American people? 

Your committee report further states, or rather the gentleman 
from Alabama [1\fr. UNDERWOOD] stated in the debate, that they 
would make up this deficiency of $53,000,000 by taxing what he 
called the "grand idle capital" of the United States. And yet 
the declared purpose of your revenue bill is to tax business. 
When did idle capital become business? 

I say to you that if this legislation and the other bills which 
have been introduced by gentlemen on that side of the House 
become laws there will be plenty of future discussion of idle 
capital and idle Iabdr on this floor. The American Republic 
will ham an abundance of both. From one end of it to the 
other distress and disaster will follow if these measures, intro
duced and driven through the House in this undigested form, 
become law. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

Haphazard methods of legislation; such as this, are repugnant 
to the entire country. The preponderance of opinion among the 
American people to-day is in favor of the revision of tariff 
schedules in the future after and in pursunnce of a scientific 
investigation of the subject by a high-minded, efficient, biparti
san tariff board, such as we have found in the present body in 
charge of that important governmental work. 
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Mr. DOUGHTON. :Mr. Chairman,_ I shall vote fo:r this bill, 

beca use 1 believe it will afford a considerable measure of relief 
to the American people who are staggering under the heavy 
burden of excessive Federal taxation; and also because we have 

1 found a fairer, m01·e equitabl e, and less burdensome method of 
r a ising the revenue which will 'be lost by the passage of this 
bill; that is, by taxing wealth. by what is known as the excise 
tax, a ta..'r on net incomes of more than $5,000. By the passage 
of these two bills the burden will be shifted from the shoUlders 
of the weak to those of the strong. It is a cardinal principle
of the Democratic Party that the expense of maintaining the 
Government, both Federal and State, should be divided in pro
portion to the. ability. to pay of th-0se who are taxed. It has 
been clearly shown and conclusively proven by members of the 
.Ways and lUeans Committee who have discussed and explained 
this bill that it will reduce the price of suga r to the consumer 
to the amount of the present duties about 2 cents per pound, 
whicn will save to the people .on this article alone more than 
$100,000,000 .annually. And yet the gent~eman frm Illinois, the 
distinguished minority leader, Mr. MANN, still desires informa
tion and continues to call for more light on this measure. The 
sober truth is, that it is not so much light and information tnat 
the gentleman needs as it is to have the scales of prejudice 
removed from his understanding [applause on the Democratic 
side]; and that is something which no one can be expected to 
do for a man whO' believes that the speeial interests have -vested 
and sacred rights to tax the people, and that one man should 
be taxed in order to guarantee prosperity to another. 

In my opinion, the man who discovers and puts into success
ful operation and practical use perpetual motion will have 
pa sed from the earth more than a thousand years before the 
man will be born who can convince a stand-pat Republican that 
the tariff is a tax. [Applause on the Democratic side.] If the 
information and explanations furnished. do not convince him, 
then he could not be convinced though one rose from the 
'dead 

When at the extra session of Congress last summer the dis
tingu:IBhed ex-Speaker of the House, i\Ir. CANNON, rose in his 
seat and asked the minority leade1· to spell for him the word 
"innocence," that insr>ired the hope in my mind that both he 
and his followers had been taught a lesson by the chastisement 
administered by the American people., and that, though late in 
life, he desired to atone for the many wrongs committed against 
the American people and bring forth fruits worthy of repent
ance by at least allowing some measure of relief to be afforded 
without bitter opposition and protest. But, alas, my fairest 
hopes were soon dashed to the ground as I saw the stand-pat ele
ment of that party arrayed in soUd phalanx and breathing out 
cursings and threatenings against the Democratic Party for 
every attempt made to keep faith with the people. Like Pha-

. raoh of old, they continued to harden their hearts, apd the sow 
that seemed' to have been washed returned again to her wallow 
in the mire. [Laughter on the Democratic side.] 

What is now bringing the greatest distress to the Republican 
camp, what is wormwood and gall to its very soul, is the fact 
that the Democratic Party is keeping the faith by redeeming its 
pledges made to the .American people. The national Democratic 

. platform of 1908 declared for a gradual, not a radical, reduction 
of the tariff to a revenue basis; but it also declared that arti
cles which come in competition with trust-made articles should 
be placed on the free list. And the Sugar Trust is one of the 
most diabolical, arrogant monope>lies that ever preyed upon the 
American people. It has not onl:y plundered and pillaged the 
people of many millions of dollars, but has robbed the Federal 
Treasury of equally large amounts by means of false weiglits, 
secret springs, etc., which is too fresh in the minds of the people 
to need discussion at this time. / 

In 1908 the Republican Party promulgated a new doctrine. 
rt for the first time admitted in its platform that tariff. taxes 
were too high, and pledged that, if again trusted with power~ a 
revision would be had by special session of Congress imme
diately after the inauguration of the new President. Hitherto 
the Republican Party had always taught that the tariff was not 
a tax~ or if a tax at all it was paid by the foreigner, and if we 
continued the high protective system that prosperity would be 
guaranteed to every line of American industry; that capital 
would be rewarded by liberal dividends; that labor would be 

,. employed on full time at a. i·emunerative- wage; and that we 
would be entirely immune from all :financial distnrbances, and 
that prosperity would abide forever. Then why did they aban
don this position, which they had taken for a generation, and 
promise a revision of the tariff-mark you. that they ingeniously 
used the word revision instead oi reduction. Their reason was 
apparent to everyone; it was born of necessity. 

The- guaranty w:P,ich l:lad been given by that party ip. all of 
its platforms by all of its candidates from President down to 

township constable, in all ot its newspapers, both daily and 
weekly, that a continued high tariff ineant prosperity had come 
to naught. The Roosevelt panic, which started in 1907, was in · 
full sweep, banks were closed, factories idle, lahor unemployed, 
and distress abroad in the land, and ·that at a time when the 
earth had brought forth abundant crops and when no unusual 
symptoms of :financial distress were being felt in any other part 
of the globe. Soup houses were the only institutions which were 
doing a thriving business; the "full dinner pail" had disa:p
peared :from the land, and old General Prosperity, that f amous 
old knight, had departed to the realm of the unknown. Under 
these embarrassing and distressing conditions the Republican 
Party was forced, if it should have any chance at all of suc
cess, to admit wha:t it had always denied-that the t ariff was a 
tax-and promise what it had no intention to perform, a reduc
tion of high tariff taxes. The Democratic Party, st ill torn by 
internal strife and dissensions, was unable to marshal all of its 
fighting strength and the Republican Party was again success
ful and continued in control of every department of the Fed
eral Government. Pm·suant to promise, President 'raft, shortly 
after his inauguration, convened Congress into extraordinary 
session and recommended a revision of the tariff. And so the 
dance started, all was merry, joy was unconfined; the gentle
man from Illinois [Mr. CANNON] was made Speaker, the gentle
man from New York [lllr. PAYNE] chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee~ the Senator from Rhode Island, :Mr. Ald1·icb, 
was in charge at the north end of the Capitol. Everyone real
ized that nothing more than a hollow mockery was to be ex
pected under such leadership. 

The work had progressed but a short way till the Democrats 
and Progressive Republicans began to protest that the schedules, 
as they were being made, were not redudions but rat.her in
creases~ Such patriotic Republicans in the House as NORRIS, 
l'.IUIIDocK~ Woons, LENROOT, LIND.BERGH, Coo.PER, and others, and 
at the other end of the Capitol such distinguished Republicans 
as Senators Dolliver,, Cm.nurNs, LA :H'OLLETTE, Beveridge. and 
BRISTOW voted against the measure and denounced it as a vio
lation of the platform pledges and promises and a betrayal of 
the American people. It was such a flagrant violation of the 

. Republican platform that too present distmguished minority 
leader, Mr. MANN, refused to give it his snpport on the final 
passage. However, CANNON, .Aldrich, PAYNE and company had 
their way, the President joyfully gave it his indorsement and be
stowed upon it his blessing by- calling it the "best tariff law 
ever enacted." During this battle in the House, while the 
Democrats were unable to prevent the passage of this iniquitous 
law, they were able, unde.r the leadership of our present wise 
and distinguished: Speaker~ to, unite themselves into a solid, 
compact, aggressive party. 

In the first two preliminary skirmishes following the enact
ment of the Payne-Aldrich law, in Massachusetts and New York, 
where special elections were held, in strong Republican dis
tricts the Republican Party was completely routed on its tariff 
record and Democrats were elected. In th~ general election of 
1910 a Republican majority of 40 in the House was. changed to 
a Democratic majority of 66; Democratic governors were elected 
in New York, New Jersey, Connecticut, Ohio, Indiana, and even 
in the rock-ribbed old State of Maine, where :for 40 years the 
Democrats had wandered in the wilderness, a Democratic gov
ernor was chosen and a legislature which sent two stalwart 
Democrats to the United States Senate. 

And to-day the Democratic Party is united as it has not been 
in 20 years; the Republican Party· is divided, discordant, bel
ligerent, rent with family feuds~ and soiled with fratern:a.l blood, 
and even President Taft is having to fight with desperation and 
resort tcr all the tactics of a ward politician for an indo.rsement 
and. renomination, which he is by no means certain to receive. 
His predecessor in office, the man who brought abont his nomt
natlon and election, is declaring that the President has not kept 
faith; yet their party will perhaps be forced to give him the 
nomination, well knowing that ii the Democrats still .continue 
to stand together during the remainder of this session of Con
gress and to fulfill their pledges and keep faith with the people, 
that he can no more be elected than the law of gravitation can 
be suspended. 

But while President Taft ha.s sjgnally failed as the great 
heralded reformer, he has more than made good as an agitator, 
and will g<> down in history as the· greatest agitator ever elected 
to the exalted position of the Presidency. Our political enemies 
have often taunted us with the charge that we do too much 
agitating and that the business interests of the country have 
been greatly damaged by too much agitation; but what can they 
say now when it is an undeniable fact that from the time of his 
inauguration down to the present our distinguished President 
has kept up a contil)uous agitation of the tariff question; first, 
by- calling the Sixty~first Congress into extra session immediately 
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after his inauguration and agitating the tariff; then, by numer
ous speeches throughout the country after the enactment of the 
Payne-Aldrich law, trying to placate the people, but finding that 
the damage was too great and the people too indignant and sore 
he subsequimtly admitted that the Payne-Aldrich Act was not a 
full compliance with the Republican platform, and admitted in 
the most significant way possible the failure and untrustworthi
ness of his own party by convening th·e Sixty-second Congress 
into extraordinary session and again agitating the question of 
tariff taxation, as he had done throughout the whole of the 
Sixty-first Congress, admitting, as no other President had ever 
done, that his party, after having been in unbroken power for 
14 years, had been so derelict in duty that he was forced to re
new the agitation by calling the Sixty-second Congress together 
and appealing to the Democrats for help. . 

If confession is the strongest possible testimony as to guilt, 
then what more need be added in this case. Furthermore, at 
the close of the extra session of the present Congress, after 
having vetoed the measures of reform passed by the people's 
representatives, he again 8erved notice on Congress that he 
would continue to agitate the tariff question again at this pres
ent session, which he has faithfully done, knowing at the same 
time that he would again veto all measures of reform which 
the people's representatives might enact. When the Republican 
Party again goes before the people in the approaching campaign 
with this famous agitator as its candidate, or, perchance, with 
the apostle of new n-ationalism, which can mean anything or 
nothing, to suit the fancy of its author, the man who was such 
a grea t terror to the lions of Africa, but at whose feet the lion 
of monopoly could always sleep with the feeling of utmost 
security, I say with either of these candidates, representing as 
they do diametrically opposing views, each denouncing the pol
icies and views of the other, and with its record of extrava
gance, of broken promises, and unfulfilled pledges, the verdict 
of the American people will doubtless be, " Depart, ye workers 
of political injustice and iniquity, we regret that we ever knew 
you." 

On the other hand, the Democratic Party will go before the 
people-it may be with the distinguished governor of Ohio, 
who swept that Republican State into the Democratic ranks 
with a majority of over 100,000; or with the great educational 
governor of New Jersey, who was elected by an overwhelming 
majority in that hitherto strongly Republican State; or, per
haps, with one of our dearly beloved sons of this House, with 
whose public services the country is so well pleased, our dis
tinguished Speaker or the majority floor leader, the chairman 
of the Ways and 1\Ieans Committee-and with either of these 
men as our nominee, with a record of fidelity to the people, 
political promises redeemed, and pledges faithfully kept, stand
ing for economy and justice, a fair race in life for every man, 
and for . equal opportunities for all and special advantages to 
none, the people will respond by saying, " Well done, good and 
faithful servants, ye have been faithful over a few things, ye 
shall be made ruler over many things." [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] · 

[Mr. GOLDFOGLE addressed the committee. See Appendix.] 

l\Ir. J.M. C. SMITH. l\Ir. Chairman, in the short time allotted 
to me I wish to speak upon the purpose of this bill, its effect, 
and why I shall oppose it. 

The purpose of this bill is to reduce the cost of sugar. I can 
not look at it as a reasonable business proposition that the cost 
of an article will be reduced when the production is curtailed 
or when the manufacturing industry is destroyed. If the price 
of sugar is to be reduced, how or where is it to be lowered? If 
this industry is to b~ destroyed in the United States, which 
seems to be almost admitted here, where are we to look for the 
establishment of the price of sugar? Is it to be in Europe, 
where the Brussels convention seems to be a monopoly and has 
full power to direct and control the price and the output of 
sugar ·t • Do you expect to get your supply from Europe under 
such an arrangement as they haye in Europe now for the output 
of their sugar? Can a man rise on the floor of this House and 
say that we are not now getting our sugar cheaper than any 
country in Europe saye England? And if sugar can be sold in 
other countries for more than it sells for in this country, how 
do you expect to import from Europe? 

During the six weeks of taking testimony and the great agi
tation upon the subject of the tariff on sugar in this country, I 
have received but one letter, out of a constituency of more than 
200,000, asking me to yote for frQe sugar, and one letter stating 
that the writer was opposed to free sugar. 

From the minoril-y report of the Ways and Means Committee 
I find that during the calendar year of 1897-the first calendar 
year after the passage of the Dingley bill-the amount of sugar 
consumed in the United States was 2,002,902 long tons. Of this 

amo:unt 1,483,544 long tons, or 74.1 per cent, paid full duty. 
Durmg the calendar year 1910 the total consumption of sugar 
in the United States was 3,350,355 tons, of which amount 72,393 
long tons, or 2.1 per cent, paid full duty; and that of the total 
consumption of sugar in the United States during the calendar 
year 1910, 2.1 per cent paid full duty, 48.9 per cent paid 80 per 
cent of the full duty, and the balance, or 49 per cent, paid no 
duty. · 

I leave it to any gentleman, as a fair business proposition, 
whether this magnificent industry ought to be destroyed. I have 
never been more charmed with the conditions of my country 
than when I have heard Member after Member rise upon this 
floor and tell of the development of the production of sugar in 
this country. Every other nation has aided and protected and 
built up its sugar industry. The effort now is to wipe. it out in 
this country and to close the factories. A few years ago we bad 
the furnaces put out by the Wilson bill, and now you are going 
to put out the fires in this magnificent industry by one fell 
swoop. Who then will fix the price of sugar in America if the 
,beet-sugar industry is destroyed! It will be the Sugar Trust. 
What has been our experience with the Sugar Trust in the last 
few years? They have paid in judgments and fines to the Gov
ernment more than $4,000,000 as penalties for their chicanery, 
and now we are asked to destroy the industry that is the only 
competitor of the trust. [Applause on the Ilepublican side.] 

Mr. Chairman, it has been said here that the greatest author
ity, not only in the United States but in the world, upon the 
sugar industry is Mr. Willett, o·f the firm of Willett & Gray, of 
New York. What does he say? He says that when the sugar of 
the sugar-beet industry comes upon the market the price of 
sugar immediately falls. I quote from the hearings this testi
mony of l\Ir. Willett : 

l\Ir. WILLETT. There is no question whatever, l\1r. Chairman, that the 
coming onto the market in Octobe1· of the Michigan sugars and other 
domestic sugars dropped the price from 6.57 in October down to 6.11 in 
November, and December 5.63. 

Will not the price of sugar, then, immediately rise if we 
destroy the competition? Is it not a plain business proposition 
to any man here, and will he not say, that we should not destroy 
this industry which regulates and keeps down the price of sugar, 
a necessary article of food for every man, woman, and child in 
the country? We should not turn the sugar-beet industry oYei· 
to other countries and then pay to those foreign counh·ies be
tween fifty and sixty millions of dollars a year for sugar that 
we could have produced here. That is no small item. We need 
to support this Government. We are sent here to vote and to 
legislate for a great Nation. Is ·it our duty to cripple and 
weaken the industries of the country and to receive no benefit 
thereby? [Applause.] · 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the passage of this sugar bill 
because it puts sugar upon the free list. No other civilized nation 
has sugar on the free list. I am opposed to putting sugar on 
the free list because it will not only prejudice but utterly 
destroy one of the most valuabJe industries of the American 
farmer and the American people. I am opposed to the passage 
of the bill because it is against the prfaciples of the Ilepublicnn 
Party, which elected me to Congress. I am opposed to the 
passage of the bill because it is in violation of the principles 
of the Republican national platform. I am opposed to the bill • 
because, if anything is proven by the hearings and testimony 
taken by the committee upon the sugar schedule, it is that we 
can not produce sugar as cheaply in the United States as they 
can in foreign countries; that the cost of labor there is only 
one-third what it is in this country. It could not be established 
mpre strongly by the testimony, which to me is quite equivalent 
to an admitted fact, that the free importation of sugar would 
destroy the industry in this country. The beet-sugar industry 
in the United States, although scarcely two decades old, llns 
proven one of the most beneficial, prosperous, and satisfactory 
of all our industries. This bill would deprive our Treasury 
of $52,000,000 revenue annually and turn our valuable market 
over to foreign countries. 

I was not elected upon a free-h·ade platform. I was not 
elected to destroy or cripple the in.dustries of the United States. 
I was not elected to legislate for the industries or peoples of 
foreign countries. I was not elected to aid the trusts or build 
up monopolies. I voted against the Canadian reciprocity treaty 
because it discriminated against the American farmer and wns 
not a measure that came within the tenets of the pai;ty I 
represent. · 

The passage of this bill will not only jeopardize but will 
destroy the sugar-beet industry of the United States. This 
industry has grown to one of large magnitude in recent years 
and is the only competitor of the sugar refineries and Sugar 
Trust in our Republic . . If it had not been for the beet-sugar in
dustry, the arbitrary rise in the price of sugar in the fall of 1911 
undoubtedly would have continued through the whole season. 
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It was demonstrated by the testimony taken at the hearings of 
the committee that the price of sugar established by the Amer
ican sugar-refining companies-the so-called Sugar Trust
dropped almost immediately after the beet-sugar factories put 
beet sugar upon the market. The sugar industry is of the 
utmost importance to our national prosperity. It furnishes a 
market for one of the most remunerative crops raised by the 
farmers of the North, of the East, and of the _West, as well as 
to the. cane growers of the South. 

If the sugar-beet industry of the United States is destroyed, 
we 3ave only to look to the great sugar refiners for our supply. 
They then would fix the price-we import no sugar of conse
quence from Europe. The price of sugar is higher in e·rnry 
country in Europe except England, where it is only a fraction 
of a cent less, than the price in the United States. The world's 
price of sugar is not fixed by competition, but by manipulation 
by the Brussels convention in Europe and by the Sugar Trust 
in the United States. It would be a good business policy for 
us to keep at home the millions of dollars paid by us annually 
to foreign countries for sugar. 

Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of such a reduction of the 
tariff on sugar as will equalize the difference in the cost of 
production in this country and in foreign countries, so that our 
American farmers and laboring men will be protected against 
the cheap labor of other sugar-producing countries. I am in 
favor of a Tariff Board or Tariff Commission and a scientific 
revision of all our tariff laws based upon the report of such a 
nonpartisan scientific board of experts appointed to investigate 
the cost of production in this country and in foreign countries. 
The people are in full accord with this or a similar commission, 
and to abolish the same would meet with their disapproval. 

The Ways and Means Committee have reported that it costs 
3.54 cents per pound to manufacture beet sugar in the United 
States and 2.415 cents per pound in Germany. It costs practi
cally the same to manufacture cane as beet sugar in the United 
States. This shows that it costs 1.125 cents per pound less to 
produce sugar in Germany than in the United States, and in the 
absence of the report of the Tariff Commission I would favor 
a reduction of the tariff on sugar to meet this difference. 

The people of the United States consumed 7,663.000,000 pounds 
of sugar in the year 1911, equivalent to 3,821,000 short tons. Of 
this vast amount sugar beets produced 550,000 tons from 35,-
000,000 tons of sugar beets raised by the American farmers. 
Sugar beets are grown in 16 different States of the Union. 
There were in operation 71 beet-sugar factories in the year 1911, 
and at the present time there are many new factories awaiting 
the ~.ction of Congress on this schedule. The factories are lo
cated as follows: 
Arizona---------------------------------------------------- 1 
California-------------------------------------------------- 10 
Colorado---------------------------------------------------- 17 
Idaho------------------------------------------------------ 4 
Illinois---------------------------------------------------- 1 
Kansas---------------------------------------------------- 1 
Michigan --------------------------------------------------- 17 
Minnesota------------------------------------·-------------- 1 
Montana--------------------------------------------------- 1 
Nebraska--------------------------------------------------- 2 
Nevada----------------------------------------------------- 1 
Ohio_______________________________________________________ 3 
Oregon-------------------------~------------------~------- 1 
Utah------------------------------------------------------ 6 
Iowa------------------------------------------------------- 1 
"7isconsin-------------------------------------------------- 4 

The following is a practical estimate of the condition of the 
sugar-beet industry in the United States in the year 1910-11: 
Number of acres of sugar beets raised----------------- 400, 000 
Amount paid to American farmers for sugar beets______ $21, 000, 000 
Amount invested in various factories in the United 

States------------------------------------------- $'100,000,000 
Amount paid for labor in the growing of beets and the 

manufacture of the sugar_ _______________________ _ 
Tons of sugar consumed in the United States _________ _ 
Tons of beet sugar grown and manufactured in the 

United States------------------------------------
Tons of cane sugar from Texas and Louisiana _________ _ 

$23,000,000 
3,500,000 

550,000 
350,000 

Tons of sugar imported from ow· colonial possessions, 
duty free---------------------------------------- 1,000,000 

Short tons Imported from Cuba---------------------- 1, 600, 000 
This magnificent industry has grown up in recent years, re

ceiving its first real impetus from the Dingley tariff law of 
1897. 

sugar-beet industry in Michigan reaches out and affects other 
allied business, and in its production consumed last year 250,000 
tons of Michigan coal, 100,000 tons of l\Iichigan limestone, and 
420,000 barrels made by Michigan workmen. All this in addi
tion to the benefits accruing to the farmers engaged in raising 
beets and the workmen employed at good wages in l\Iichigan 
sugar factories. -

The effe~tive tariff is that levied on Cuban sugar, and is 
$1.34 to the hundred pounds. The United States is not the only 
country that charges a tariff upon imported sugar. The tariff 
charged is for the double purpose of raising revenue and en
couraging and protecting the home industry in the production 
of beet sugar, except in the case of England, which produces no 
sugar and has a tariff purely for revenue. The following table 
shows the duty charged in the different countries per hundred 
pounds: 
England------------------------------------------~------- · $0.40 

~~~~c~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~: ~g 
Russia--------------------------------------------------- 5.50 
Austria-Hungary------------------------------------------ 3. 99 
United States duty on Cuban sugar------------------~------- 1. 34 

So it is readily seen that the United States by imposing a duty 
upon imported sugar is only following the custom of the princi
p~l sugar-producing countries of the world in protecting its 
sugar industry and raising revenue. 

The effect of putting sugar on the free list in the United 
States would be to destroy the sugar-beet industry and turn 
that industry over to the uncertainty of conditions in foreign 
countries and the Sugar Refining Trust of the United States. 
The farmers and sugar-beet growers are actual producers of 
property and wealth. The. refiners ~re not. They only change 
the condition of raw sugar into its refined state. 

Senat6r BRISTOW, of Kansas, during the course of debate in 
regard to free raw sugar had this to say in the Senate : 

The only competitors of any consequence that the American refiners 
have in this country are the American beet-sugar producers, and free 
raw suaar from the West Indies would, as the Senator from Utah 
knows, destroy the beet-sugar industry in the United States and thereby 
destroy the only competitor that the American sugar refiner has. It 
he can have free raw sugar, so that be could get it from the West Indies 

·without paying any duty, it would then cost him $1.34 a hundred less 
than It does now. Having a monopoly of the refining business in the 
United States, he would be able to crush the beet-sugar industry in this 
country. Therefore he is now engaged in a propaganda to induce the 
American Congress to repeal all sugar duties. 

And the gentleman from Nebraska, Judge No&ms, in opening 
his remarks in the House to-day Ol'l the sugar schedule, said: 

Mr. Chairman, I think it will be admitted by all candid-thinking men 
that if the bill ls passed without amendment the result will be that all 
the beet-sugar factories in the United States will have to suspend 
operation and go out o::'. business. 

Mr. Chairman, the price of sugar has steadily fallen in this 
country during the last 40 years, and I believe, if our sugar 
industry is properly protected by a reasonable import duty that 
it will fall still lower, as the farmer and the manufacturer be
come more efficient in growing the crops and manufacturing the 
sugar. In 1870 we were paying .13.51 cents per pound wholesale 
for our sugar; in 1880 we paid !).8 cents; in 1890, 6.27 cents; in 
1900, 5.32 cents; and in 1909 it had fallen to 4.76 cents per 
pound wholesale. At the present time it is around 5.5 cents. 

Taking the tariff off hides did not reduce the price of harness, 
shoes, or leather goods to the consumer, and taking the tariff 
off sugar will not permanently reduce the price, because the 
price is not now fixed by competition, but in Europe is controlled 
by the Brussels convention and in America by the Sugar Trust, 
based upon European quotations, except where the American 
sugar refiners are brought in competition with the domestic 
product. 

The following table, taken from the majority report of the 
Ways and Means Committee, shows the growth of the industry 
in the United States and the production and imports from 1879 
to 1909, inclusive: 
Production, imports. exports, ar.d consumption of sugar in continental 

United States for selected years: 1819 to 1E09. 

• 
I Production. Imports. 

Re-
From tained 

In Michigan raising sugar beets· is an industry especially 
valuable to the farmer. In the year lnll there were grown in 
Michigan 152,000 acres of sugar beets, which produced about 
140,000 tons of sugar. There was paid out to the Michigan 
farmers last year for sugar beets the sum of $8,000,000. The 
capital invested in factories in Michigan alone is approximately 
$17,000,000, and there was paid out for labor to operate the 
factories more than $2,000,000. The destruction of the sugar- _ 
beet industry will be a great injury to Michigan and the Michi
gan farmers and prove costly to the consuming public. The 

Year. 

1909 •••••.• 
1904 •• _ ••.• 
1899 ••••••• 
1889.·-···· 
1879 ••••••• 

Total 
(tons). 

835.800 
668,900 
243,000 
153,100 
90,800 

Cane 
(tons). 

334, 100 
415,000 
161,300 
150,600 
89,400 

Boot Total 
(tons). (tons). 

,_ ---
501,700 2,887, 100 
253,900 2,392,500 
&l, 700 2,000,000 

2,500 1,457,000 
l,400 914,600 

noncon- From Ex- for 

~n~~~ all other ports. con-
countries sump-

States (t lLISj. tion. 
(tor s ;. 

- ---------
927,ROO 1,959,300 94,600 3,628,300 
591,000 1,801,100 13, 700 3,047,700 
313,400 1,695,600 13,500 2,238,000 
280,600 1,186,400 23, 700 1,596,400 
139,200 775, 400 ::0,300 985,100 

XLVIII--216 
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All the sugar we consume could ·be grown and produced from 
sugar beets raised by the American farmer. The Secretary of 
Agriculture officially states-Senate Document No. 22, Sixty-first 
Congress, first session, page 28--that there are 274,000,000 acres 
of sugar-beet land in the United States, and that if 1 acre in 50 
suitable for beet culture were put out to sugar beets it would 
supply all the sugar used in the United States in any one year, 
and that in some parts of the United States the soil and climatic 
conditions possess material advantages over those of Europe. 

The reason the United States can not compete with foreign coun
tries in the production of sugar is that our farmers are paid more 
for their beets and our laborers are paid more for their work. 

Germany in the last three years produced an average of 
2,082,000 tons of sugar each year on 1,107,000 acres of land. 
This is nearly two-thirds of the sugar consumed annually in 
the United States. In the United States we have 274,000 000 
acres of land suitable for beet culture, so there is no question 
but that we have a sufficient area to supply the United States 
many times oyer if a small part of the sugar area were planted 
with beets and we had the sugar factories and sugar-factory 
capacity to do the manufacturing. 

Before the Ways and Means Committee in 1909 Mr. W. H. 
Baird, who hn.d made an inspection of the American and Euro
pean factories for that purpose, testified as to the wages paid 
in the different countries. I incorporate his statement as to the 
wages paid in this country and in foreign countries. 

American wages. 

General foreman, Sl50 to $160 per month. ..• .. 
Beet shed men, 22! cents per hour .••••••••• --

Flnmefeeders, 17t cents per hoar ...••..••.•.. 

At the beet washers, 17l cents per hour ...... . 

At the beet cutters, 20 to 25 cents per hour. __ 
Sharpening knives, 22! to 27! cents per hour .. 
At the diffusion battery, 25 cents per hour. . .. 

Battery helpers, 20 cents per hour_._._. ___ ._. 

Carbonation men, 25 cents per hour ••• _ .•••.. 

At the filter presses, 17} to 25 cents per hoar _ .. 

Evaporation men, 25 centJ per hour __ ~- ••• _. 

Vacuum-p:m boilers, 100 to $125 per month_ 

Firemen, 25 cents pa;: hour_ .. _ .. ____ . ____ ... . 
B-0iler cleaners, 20 cents per hoar.·-._ •. __ .. . 
Blacksmiths, 40 cents per hour -- . - . _ -~. -~. -· 

' 

European wages. 

Germany, $22 to $37.50 per month. 
Germany, 5 cents per hoar; Austria, 7 

cents per hoar. 
Germany,~ cents per hour; Austria, 

7 cents per hour. • 
Germany, 5 cents per hour; Austria, 

5l cents per hour. 
France. 8 to 10 cents per hour. 
France, 5.7 to 10 cents per hoar. 
Germany, 6 to 10 eent3 per hour; 

Austria, 4 to 5 cents per hour; 
France, 9 to 10 cents per hour. 

Germany, 4 cents per hour; Austria, 
4 to 6 centJ per hour; France, 9 to 
10 cents per hour. 

Germany, 5 cents pa...r hoar; Austria, 
5 centJ per hour; France, 8 cent1 
per hour. 

Germany, 4 to 5 cents per hour; 
Austria, 5 cents per hour; Franc3, 
7 to 8 cents per hour 

Germany, 4.4 cents per hour; Austria, 
5.8 cent3 per hour;· Franca, 8 centl 
per hour. 

Germany, $18 to 22 lJel month; 
Austria, $18 per month. 

6} to 7 cent:! per hour. 
France, 6 cents p:ir hour 
Germany, 7} emits per hour; Austria, 

7 cents per hoar; France, 8 cenb 
per hour. 

Factory wages per day in the United States. 
California : 

White-----------------------·------------- $2. 00 to $2. 75 
Asiatics------------------------------------ 2. 10 to 2. 50 

Colorado: 
Whites---------·--------------------------- 2. 50 to 2. 75 
Asiatics__________ --------------------- 2. 50 

Utah, whites------------------------------- 2. 50 
Field labor__________________________________ 1. 65 to 2. 50 

Just how the American beet-sugar companies can produce 
sug.ar as cheaply as it is produced in foreign countries while 
paying so much more for their beets and higher wages to their 
workmen, is not quite so apparent; but, as in the case of tin 
plate, pearl buttons, steel rails, picture cards, and other manu-
1'.actu:red articles, if given an opportunity and a reasonable pro
tection, there can be no question but that, with our superior 
machinery and the permanent investment of American capital 
and the application of American skill and workmanship, in an
other decade or two, at the furthest, we will produce in the 
United States all the sugar we consume, ~d the price will be 
reduced and kept down by fair competition. 

The report of the committee seems to have given great im
portance to the testimony of Mr. Claus A. Spreckels, who is 
the president of the Federal Sugar Ilefining Co., and who testi
fied before the committee that beet-sugar factories located in 
proper localities, such as Colorad.o, California, Utah, Idaho, and 
Oregon, should and, he was informed, did produce granulated 
sugar at 2.5 cents per pound. 

The committee reports that the a-verage cost · of prodncmg 
beet sugar in 11 plants in the United States is shown to be 3.54 
cents per pound. This is a fair average of the cost of produc
ing a pound of beet sugar. Of this amount there is paid to the 
fiu·mer 2.4. cents per pound for the sugar in the beets before 
refining and to the manufacturer 1.14 cents per pound fox manu
facturing the beets into sugar. 

The beet-sugar factories pay $6 per ton for beets that produce 
250 pounds of sugar to the ton. This is 2.4 cents a pounfl to 
the farmer for the sugar in his beets, and allows 1.14 cents for 
manufacturing, providing the total cost is 3.54 cents per pound. 

In the committee hearings it was shown that the cost of pro
ducing beet sugar for the season of 1910-11 for each of the 
following companies was as follows : 

- rer 100 pountls. 
l\licbigan Sugar Co------------------------------------ $3. 48 
Great Western Suga.r Co-------------------------------- 3. 43 
Billings Sugar Co ------------------------------------ 3. 49 
Scot~s Blu~ Sugar Co------------------~----------------- 3.85 
Amalgamated Sugar Co------------------------------ 3. 05 
Lewiston Su1far Co--------------------------------------- 3. 03 
Utah-Idaho ;:;ugar Co ---------------------------------- 3. 53 
.Alameda Sugar Co--------------------------~------------- 4. 32 
~reckels Sugar Co-------------------------------------- 2. 70 

enominee Sugar Co ---------------------------------- 4. 30 
Continental Sugar CO---------------------------------- 4. 08 
Iowa Sugar CO------------------------------------------ 5. 14 
Carver County Sugar CO--------------------------------- 3.75 

These are the figures for the year 1910-11, and they do not 
cover the items of selling expense, including brokerage, discount, 
insurance, and storage, nor do they include any charge for plant 
depreciation or interest on the investment. 

The price of sugar is shown by the fol1owing table taken from 
the majority report of the committee, and shows that even in the 
United States, with a tariff, the price of sugar is lower than 
in any of the principal countries of Europe except England, 
which does not produce sugar, but levies a duty of 40 cents per 
hundredweight for revenue. 

Average quotations, net casli, in cents per 1JOU1itl, iii W10. 

Country. 

England .... ···-···-···-·····-----·· .. Germany ...•. _ .....••.. _ ... _ .. __ ._ .. . 
Austria ...... _. __ ••.••. ·--- __ . ____ .. . 
France ..... _ ... __ ..••.•... _ .... ~ .. _ . . . 
United States--···--···-·--·-· ...... . 

Raw in 
bond. 

2.848 
2.656 
2.593 
3.134 
2.840 

Tax re
fined. 

0.400 
1.510 
3.498 
2. 380 
1.900 

Wholesale 
refined tax 

paid. 

4.101 
5.150 
7.298 
6. 450 
4. 972 

Refined' 
in bond. 

3. 700 
3.64.0 
3.800 
4.070 
3.532 

Another table which I wish to incorporate in my remarks is 
taken from the sUIDe committee report, and is a comparison of 
the export price of sugar at Hamburg and the wholesale price 
of the same at New York, from 1900 to rn11, inclusive: 

Raw sugar. 

Difference 
between 

Granulated sugar. 

Difierence 
between 

Year. Export Wholesale 
price at . price at 

Hamburg. New Yoli. 

export 
price at 

Hamburg 
and whole-

Export 
price at 

Hamburg. 

export 
Wholesale price at 
price at Hamburg 

New York. and whole-
s~eJ~;e 

York. 

Per 100 "lbs. Per 100 lbs. Per 100 lbs. Pe.r 1.00 lbs. Per 100 Zba. 
u. 56 $2. 32 $2. 64 $5. 32 
~M 2.W 2.m ~M 
3. 54 2. 11 L 79 4. 45 
3. 72 1. 91 2. 11 4. G3 
a.m L~ aM ~TI 
~m LH 3.00 ~~ 
3.~ Lfil 2.~ 4,.fil 
am LW 2.W ~M 
~m Lm aro ~M 
4.00 LM am ~w 
~IB LM 3.~ &m 
~~ L~ aw ~M 

1900 .•••. SZ,24 
1901_____ 1.88 
1902... •. 1. 43 
1903 - - - • - 1. 81 
1904 .• -· - 2.14 
1905..... 2.M 
1906..... L87 1907 _____ 2.05 

1908..... 2.29 
1909 •• - • . 2. 35 
1910_____ 2.74 
1911-.... 2.82 

s:ieJ~~e 
York. 

Per 100lbs. 
$2. 68 

2. 76 
2 .. 66 
2.52 
2. 22 
2.25 
2. 20 
2. 25 
2.32 
1.98 
L75 
2..14 

I call attention to the fact that this table gives the market 
price, but not what the refiners paid for their sugar during 1911 
or what was the occasion of the sharp rise in the price during 
the fall of that year. 

I h::rrn received from the Bureau of Statistics a statement 
showing the imports of sugar into the United States from Cuba 
and the Philippines and the domestic shipments of sugar to the 
United States from Hawaii and · Porto llico during the calendar 
years 1900, 1910, and 1911. The statement proves conclusively 
that there was no shortage in. the sugar crop to warrant the 
arbitrary rise in prices last full, and is as follows: 

1909 

Pounds. 
Cuba .•.. __ .... _ .... ·-·-····--·--··- .. 3,250,337,047 
PhiliPRine Islands .• __ - . -. -- -...... - . . 108, 498, 523 
Hawau: 

Unrefined sugar .. __ .-·-- -- . ___ -- . . 1,032, 082, 985 
Refined sugar.··--- · -------· ..... _ 33, 927,400 

Porto Rico._ .. -_ ...... -· .. -... _ ...... - 502, 568,682 

1910 1911 

Pounds. Pounds. 
3,673, 173, ()()!) 3, 192, 697, 995 

217, Til, 700 4.01, 748, 935 

981,143,Ml' 1,106,409,289 
27,575,800 29,305,MO 

625, 982, 342 653, 819, 757 
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The question arises as to how much the refiners paid last year 

for their raw material, all of which was imported from our 
insular possessions and Cuba except 200,000 tons imported 
from foreign countries. The shortage was not sufficient to 
warrant a rise in price of 2 to 3 cents a pound. If it be claimed 
that the tariff was the cause of the increase in the price of 
sugar, it no place appears that the refineries paid more for 
their raw sugar during the year 1911 than during previous 
years. It seems that the increase in the price of the sugar 
during the year 1911 was an arbitrary raise on the part of the 
sugar refineries and that the price was reduced only when the 
beet-sugar companies put their sugar upon the market, in 
October, rn11. If the beet-sugar manufacturers were able to 
reuuce the price in the year 1911, they can do so any other 
ye:lr, and in this will greatly benefit the consumer. 

How much the beet-sugar companies of the country reduce 
the prices of the refiners is not known, but if it had not been 
for the beet-sugar companies the consuming public undoubtedly 
would have had to pay an increased price of at least 2 cents per 
pound indefinitely. This was a direct s:ning to the public of 
more than the whole tariff duty and an object lesson to the 
Sugar Trust. It is estimated that the consumption of sugar in 
the United States amounts to 70,000 barrels of sugar a day. A 
barrel of sugar weighs 350 pounds, and an increase of 2 cents a 
pound, or $7 a banel, would amount to $400,000 a day. The 
unjust, arbitrary, and unwarranted advance in the price of 
sugar last fall shows the avariciousness of the trust and its 
disregard of fair dealing. 

The reason gi Yen for the increase in the price of sugar last 
fall was the shortage of the crop in Europe on account of the 
.drought. This argument loses weight '\lhen it is known that 
we imported practically no sugar from Europe during the year 
1911 and that we found a full supply for our needs in the 
United States and from our insular· possessions and Cuba. If 
the mere rumor of a shortage of crop in Europe is sufficient 
to increase the price abnormally 2 to 3 cents a pound, it can 
readily be seen bow sensitive the sugar market is to mere 
rumors, and in no instance can the sugar business of this 
country become stable when the price is subjected to fluctuation 
from mere talk. What will be the rumor next year? Will it 
be floods or drought? We ought not to subject this important 
industry to the mere caprice of foreign conditions, but it should 
be established on a firm basis, an American policy, a permanent 
condition, and, abo-;e all, we should manufacture our own sugar 
and assert our own independence in that regard. 

That the refiners will take advantage of every condition to 
benefit themselves, with small thought as to the welfare of the 
country or the rights of the public, is abundantly prov-en by a 
reading of the history of the proceedings had against them in 
our courts in recent years. And even now the Government is 
pushing its prosecution of them for illegal practices, notwith
standing that these same sugar refiners have been repeatedly 
convicted of defrauding the Government, by sho1·t weights and 
otherwise, and have paid vast sums into the Treasury of the 
United States as penalties for their misdeeds and sharp prac
tices. 

In New York alone the sugar companies ha\e been made to 
disgorge the following amounts from their store of ill-gotten 
gains: 
American Sugar Refining Co.: 

March, rnon, judgment for penalties-:----------.--- $135, 486. 32 
April, 1909, settlement of other penalties and duties_ 2, 000, 000. 00 
Jan. 30, 1911, amount collected for drawbacks fraud-

ulently wlthheld-----------------------------
Arbuckle Bros. : 

700,000.00 

695,573. 19 Dec. 4, 1909, duties and penalties----------------
National Sugar Refining Co. : 

Feb. 19, 1910, duties and penalties---------------- 604, 204. 37 
And will it be claimed that the consuming public will receive 

just treatment, fair prices, or a square deal at the hands of 
these great sugar-refining companies if all competition is de
stroyed and our American beet-sugar industry put out of busi
ness? 

From a business standpoint there is every reason why we 
should give support to and encourage the beet-sugar industry 
in the United States. We have in this country favorable condi
tions for sugar-beet culture, and by American ingenuity and the 
efficiency of our more intelligent laborers we ought to overcome 
the handicap of lower wages in foreign countries in due time. 

It has been testified to by a number of expert witnesses at 
tlie hearings of the committee that removing the tariff on sugar 
would destroy the beet-sugar industry of the United States. If 
this is correct, and we are to rely on or believe such testimony, 
is it possible that any Member of this body believes that the 
consumers of sugar in this country would get a square deal 
from the Sngar Trust in the matter of prices when all compe
tition from the beet-sugar companies had been swept a way? 
Judging the future by the past, we have no ground for such a 
faith. 

Mr. Chairman, I am loath to think that there are any who 
wonld be in favor of the destruction of this industry for the 
benefit of the Sugar Trust, and I submit from the testimony that 
such would be the effect. 

.Mr. Willett testified during the hearings : 
We had a very present example
This year-

that the moment our American beet-sugar production became available 
on the market the rise stopped, and, owing entire and totally to this 
American production, refined sugars were a cent a.nd a half lower than 
they were at the highest point. But for that American production we 
to-day would be buying sugar at the world's prices. We can not get rid 
of it. There is no other source from which we could get sugar. 

Mr. SULZER. And another way to get cheaper sugar for the people of 
the United States would be to encourage the production of beet and cane 
sugar in the United States and in our insular possessions? 

A.Ir. WILLETT. Yes, sir. 

Now, let us see who it is that wants the duty taken .off raw 
sugar. According to the hearings before the committee the gentle
men who were the most insistent that this action be taken were 
the following philanthropists and benefactors of the poor: Claus 
A. Spreckels, president of the Federal Sugar Refining Co.; 
Charles Heike, secretary of the ·American Sugar Refining Co. 
from 1887 to 1910; William G. Gilmore, a partner of Arbuckle 
Bros., sugar refiners; James H. Post, president of the National 
Sugar Refining Co.; William A. Jameson, another partner of 
Arbuckle Bros., sugar refiners; Ed.win F. Atkins, vice president 
and acting president of the American Sugar Refining Co. 

.And Mr. Heike testified that if the duty were removed on 
sugar we could produce neither cane nor beet sugar in this 
country, the following being his reply to an inquiry of Congress-
man FoRDNEY : -

Ur. Fono::-.."EY. Now, if the duty were removed absolutely on sugar 
could we produce either cane or beets in this country? 

l\Ir. HEIKE. I doubt it very much. 
Mr. FORDNEY. '!'hen that would destroy the industry absolutely in 

this country? 
Mr. HEIKE. Yes. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I wish to incorporate in my remarks a 
little testimony at first hand from some of the farmers of my 
own State in regard to the great benefit to the soil of raising _ 
sugar beets, and nlso a statement showing the cost per acre of 
raising and marketing the crop : 

I wish to say that I have grown sugar beets for the last three years 
and I can truthfully say that the gt"Owing of sugar beets is a benefit 
to the soil if the crop is given proper rotation. I have received the best 
results by following the crop with a crop of oats. This season ( 1909) 
I thrashed from 5 acres of measured ground, which was in sugar beets 
last season, 270 bushels of oats, 01· an average of 54 bushels per acre. 
The balance of my oat crop which was on ground following a corn crop 
(equally as good soil) is yielding an.out 40 bushels per acre. Therefore 
I feel that I am justified in making this statement. (Alex. Larkins, 
Carleton.) 

I have raised beets for the last seven years and have averaged about 
16 tons per acre. I also find that oats will do better on the ground 
where I raise beets than they will on other ground. This year the oats 
on my beet ground produced 75 bushels per acre, while the others only 
produced about 60 bushels per acre. (Sam Seize rt, · Blissfield.) 

In regard to beet culture, I wish to say that I have rnised sugar 
beets for six years and consider it one of the most profitable crops that 
a farr::ier can raise. Not only because he gets the greater return for his 
labor, when they are properly cared for, but because the ground is left 
in the best possible condition for the next crop, for since raising sugar 
beets my land has been gradually increasing her yield pe1· acre. The in
crease in yield of oats has been from 15 t .o 25 per cent, or from 40 or 45 
to 55 bushels per acre, and on wheat the increase has been about the 
same. When I have raised beets two consecutive years on the same 
piece of ground and then sowed oats they were extra. We as farmers 
are satisfied that we get better crops since raising beets. (S. S. Teed, 
Middleton.) 

In regard to the c.ondition of ground that beets have been grown on, 
will say that I have g1·own beets quite extensively and find that it is 
an improvement rather than a detriment to the soil. In lDOl I grew 
2 acres of beets; went about 18 tons per acre; followed with beets, 
besides adding 20 acres, making 31 ac1·es for 1902, average yield. about 
11 ~ tons. Out of 31 ac1·es, 17 acres to beans following. yielding 14 
bushels per acre. Same 12 acres to wheat, yielding 37 bushels per acre, 
following with the biggest crop of hay ever cut in the neighborhood, 
and 5 acres of 17-acre bean ground went to oats the following spring, 
yielding 53 bushels besides one-third loss on account of being lodged, 
average for year in neighborhood being about 27 bushels. In 1D04 had 
2~ acres of beets, yielding about 9 tons, following with oats yielding 
45 bushels per acre; average in neighborhood, about 30 bushels per acre. 
In rno5 had 40 acres of beets, 8 tons; following 8 acres to beets again, 
yielding about 10 tons second year; following next with oats yielding 
51 bushels per acre . . Balance of 40 acres, 12 acres went to beans; 
balance of 20 acres were sown to oats, yielding about 4 7 bushels per 
acre; following same with wheat, yielding about 28 bushels, when 
average In neighborhood was abont 13 bushels. In 1906 bad 14 acres 
to beets, about 10 tons yield, following same with 14 acres to oats 
yielding about 47 bushels per ac1·e; then to wheat, yielding 28 bushels 
per acre; average for wheat that year in neighborhood about 13 bushels 
per acre. In 1907 had 17 acres in beets, average about 11 tons. Of 
17 acres 3 acres went to oats, and seeded 6 acres to beets again, yielding 
about the same, and balance of 17 acres, or 8 acres, went to oats, yield
ing 68 bushels per acre; then to wheat, yielding this yea.r 38 bushels per 
acre and good seeding in sight. In 1908 had 15 acres of beets, about 
10 tons average yield; 12 acres now to oats with a prospect for a 
bumper crop, and balance of 15 acres, or 3 acres, are to beets again 
this year. This year have 26 acres to beets with good prosl?.ect for 11 
or 12 tons. This report was made and kept on one of my 'eighties." 
On the other bave grown in the last four seasons, including 13 acres 
this year, 71 acres, with about the same results in regard to following 
crops, although have no record of different fields and yield. (W. ~. 
Davis, Sunfield.) · 
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It gives me great pleasure in having a chance to show to my brother 
farmers the little I know about sugar beets placing the soil in a better 
chemical condition for other grain er.ops than any other crop in the 
rotation. On a 6-acre lot of beets I harvested 11. tons per acre of 
beets. I foiiowed the beets with barley and got 50 bushels per acre, an 
increase of 50 per cent as comp-ared with crops raised by my neighbors 
and myself formerly. The above 6 acres was put to wheat after the 
barley and made 35 bushels per acre, and the stand of clover is good 
for sore eyes. I am more than satisfied with the beets, not alone for 
the money crop, but also the i>ermanent good to the land. (W. L. 
'Huber, Charlotte.) 

The following shows the average cost of raising an. acre of 
sugar beets and marketing the crop, and shows that a large 
part of the expense is labor. And I submit that it is better for 
our domestic prosperity that this money should be earned and 
spent in this country than that we should tum to foreign lands 
for our sugar: 
Fall plowing ____________________ _:_.; __________________ ·$1. 50 
Harrowing, disking, and planking______________________ 2. 00 
S{!ed. 20 pounds, at 10 cents pe1" pound------------------- 2. 0-0 

~~~lj_nfab~;. ~1~c:ii-coii81sts-o!t>i0ciiiilg-a.n<i-tiliilllinti.-weed.iDg · 75 

twice, pulling, and cutting off. the tops_ ________________ 20. 00 
Six horse cultivations ____ ~------------------------------ 3. 00 
Hauling (varies with th.a tonnage. and llistance to the factory or 

R~~~~~~~~~=========================================== g:88 Incidentals, including deprecia.tion of machineL·y and interest on 
tbe lnvestrnen t--------------~--------------------- 1. 00 

Fertilizer, 12.5 pounds--------------------------------- 1. 75 

Total-------------------------------------------- 43.00 

· Mr. Chairman, this is a contest between the beet and_ c.ane 
growe~·s of the United States on the one side, and the sugar re
finers on the other. For me I cast my lot with the ~producers, 
believing that by removing the tariff there will be a great Ameri
can industry ruined and no permanent, substantial reduction in 
the price of sugar to the ultimate consumer. Europe is the 
great sugar-producing country of the world. It has built up its 
sugar industry by tariffs and bounties. The price of sugar in 
Europe is controlled by the Brussels convention, and the pro
ceedings in the United States courts against the sugar refineries 

· in our own country are based upon the fact that they are a trust. 
The industry outside of America. and its possessions is. guided 
and directed by a combined agreement which limits the output 
in Russia, which stifles competition in England, and manipulates 
the trade of the great countries of Germany, France, Austria, 
and Holland. 

I ask e¥ery Member of this great law-making body to protect 
by his vote this. American industry in the intere.st of the pro
ducer, the consumer, and the country as a whole. 

Mr. l\f.A.RTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I think I can 
understand, if I can not sympathize with, the desire of gentle
men to rush this legislation through this House. with just as 
little noise as possible~ I have no doubt they would like to 
deliver this measure out of this body as silently and expe
ditiously as it was conceived in the committee and ratifie.d in 
the caucus, and that, I think, Mr. Chairman, was a record in 
such legislation, considering tfie fact that this measure involved 
the certain wiping out of between fifty and sixty millions of 
dollars of revenue and the certain crippling and possible- wiping 
out of a great American industryL Confronted with a situation 
such as that, I think that any time for the consideration of 
this bill would be too much time for those gentlemen. who favor 
it. But perhaps I ought not to be too severe in my obsenations 
about the manner of enacting such important legislation, be
cause I am perfectly well aware of the fact, notwithstanding 
what the vote on. this- bill will be, that there are many gentle
men on this side of the House whose position with reference to 
this legislation differs from mine only by reason of the fuct that 
I am knocking it publicly as well as privately. r know full 
well, Mr. Chairman, that they are just as relieved as I am by 
the knowledge that it will soon be on its way, destil\ed neither 
to reach its destination nor to return to its origin. 

Mr. Chairman., while five minutes may be ample time for 
· gentlemen who have anything to say in favor of this bill 

Daughter], it is very little time in.deed for a man wbo has many 
things to say against ~t. I can not consu~e the balance of my 
few precious minutes m general observations, but I want gen
tlemen here present who listened to the opening statement of 
the majority leader on yesterday to take their CoNGRESSIONAL 
REc.oBDs and turn to page 3442. and follow what I have to say. 
The following colloquy appears near the bottom ot the second 
column on that page : 

Mr MA.RTIN ot Colorado. :JI.fr. Chairman., I dislike to interrupt the 
gentleman from Alabama, but I n.m. very anxious to ask him a question 
on. the point that he is just making. r am not sure that the llgures 
which I ha_ve are correct, I nm not authority for them, but I have been 
Informed that for thP. 4 years during the operation of the McKinley bill, 
undCL" free sugar, the a.vera.ge wholesale price of sugar in New York 
City was $4.84 per hundred, and that during the 16 years since that 
time excluding last year, the price ranged about $4.60 per hundred_; 
. in other words, the ave.rage price for the 4. years.. under the McKinley 

bill, the wholesale price, ranged slightly higher than it did during the 
14 years- succeeding, under the Dingley law. 

Mr. UNDEnwoon. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is mistaken. Here 
are the figures : 

Average American prices of raw atid refined sugars before and after 
formation of the trust (terms net cash). 

[Bureau of Statistics, Department of Commerce and Labor.] 

Years. 

1885 ..... 
1886 .••. 
1887-.. .. 
1888-.._ 
1889 .•• _ 
1890 .. _. 
189L,_. 
1892_ ... 
1893 ___ , 
189L .. 
1895 .. _, 
1896 ...• 
1897-.. .. 
1898 .••. 
1899 ____ 
1900 .. ·-
1901. •.. 
1902 .•• _ 
1903.- .. 
1904 ____ 
1905 1 .. _ 

1906'-·-1907 __ __ 
1908S ••• 
1900 ____ 
1910• •.. 

Raw Refined 96" test Tarill changes. centrif-
ugals. 

Cent8. 
5. 729 
5.336 
5.245 
5. 749 
6.433 
5.451 
3.863 
3. 311 
3.689 
3.240 
3.270 
3. G24 
3.557 
4.235 
4.419 
4..566 
4.047 
3.542 
3. 720 
3.974 
4.278 
3.686 
3. 750 
4.073 
4.007 
4.188 

raanu-
ated. 

Cents. 
6.441 
6.117 
6.0l3 
7.007 

June 1, 1883: 96°, 2.24; 4 cents per degree; 7.640 
refined, 3!· Apr. 1, 1891.: Raws free; re- 6.171 
fined, i cent; bounty on domestics.. An~ 4.691 
28, 1894: Raws, 40 per cent; I cent adde 4. 346 
for refined; -frt cent countervailing duty. 4.842 
July: 24, 1897: 1.685, 3! cents per degree; 4.120 
refined, 1. 95. 4.152 

4.532 
4. 503 
4.965 
4.919 

............ ······················-·····-··········· 5.320 
--........................ ·-· . ..,, ............ ----- .. --- ........... 5.050 
........... .......... ---....... -........... _ ..................... 4.455 

}i~.-~.-~~~-c~b~~-~~;;: ~~:~~;~~~ ~~~~~~~ { 4.638 
4. 772 
5.256 

... ·--·-··· ---·· ·········--····· ·· ········-··--- .. 4-.515 
......................................................................... 4..649 

· A:iig: ·5, ·i009:- ·:Refiiieci; i'.oo:: ::: :: ::: : :: :: ::: :: 4.957 
4. 765 

. __.. ........ -............ - .... --~ - ......... ..... ........................... ···-·-· 4.972 

i Decrease in European crop supply of 1,000,000 tons. 
: Increase in European crop supply of 2,000,000 tons. 
i Short crop in Cuba. 
•Short crop in Europe. 

Margin 
between 
raw and 
refined. 

Cents. 
0. 712 

.781 

. 769 
1. 253 
1.207 

.72() 

.828 
1.035 
1.153 

.&<\O 

.882 

.~o 

.£146 

. 730 

.50G 

. 754 
1.003 

.913 

.918 
• 798 
.978 
.829 
. 893 
.834 
.758 
.784 

Mr. Chairman, the figures were not available to me at that 
time, but they ha~e been put into the RECORD since, and I have 
anaJyzed them and I have done some adding and dividing, and 
I find, according to the gentleman's own figures, this result: 
That while during the four years of free sugar under the Mc
Kinley bill the average wholesale price of sugar in New York 
was ,$4.5-0 per hundred pounds, during· the 16 succeeding years, 
under a duty of $1.95 per hundred on refined sugar, the average 
wholesale price was only $4.77!. What does that mean? It, 
means that under a duty of $1.95' per hundred pounds the whole
sale price advanced only 27! cents per hundred pounds. 

Mr. Chairman, if there has been any one statement vocifer· 
ated on this floor since this debate began yesterday noon, it is 
the proposition that upon sugar, above all other things, was it 
demonstrated that the tariff was an exact addition to or an 
e::mc.t subtraction from the price of t.he article; that just as the 
tariff went down the price of sugar went down, and ju.st as the 
tariff went up the price of sugar went up. 

But that is not all. Mr. UNDERWOOD'S table shows, in the foot
notes, a shortage of l,000,000 tons in the European sug..'l!' crop 
in 1905 a short crop in Cuba in 1908, and a short crop m Eu
rope in' 1910; and these notations are g.iven to expla~ the in
crease in prices for those three. years, which, of course, mcreased 
the aveJ:age of prices for the 16 years under the Dingley law. 

Assuming that with normal crops the price of sugar in each 
of these three years would. have remained the same as in the · 
precedinO' year, and deducting accordingly. we find the whole· 
sale pric~ of sugar for the 16-year period averages $4.71, an in
crease over the free-sugar period of only 21 cents per 100 p~unds. 

There can be no doubt the tariff duty adds to the price of 
sugar in this counh-y, but that it adds the full duty, or half the 
duty, is clearly refuted by the tabie of prices furnished by the 
chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Colorado 
bas expired. 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado: r ask permission to extend my 
remarks in the RECOBD. 

There was no objection. 
THE SPRECKEL.S CA.NE.cSUGAR REFINERIES CARRfED ON THE FREE-SUGA.U 

PROPAG.A..~DA. 

?ti.r. MARTIN of Colorado. I am opposed to the pending free
sugar bill for several substantial reasons: 

First~ I am not a free trader, and the pending measure af
fords. neither protection nor revenue, but is a free-trade measure 
pure and simple. · 

second. I pledged myself to .iny constituents and was pledged 
by my party State platform against free trade in s?ga.r, which 
will seriously injure, if not destroy, our beet-sugar mdustry . 

,,, 
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Third. This bill is in clen.r violation of the last Democratic 
national platform, which declared for material reductions in 
the tariff on tile necessaries of Iife and for free trade only upon 
wood pulp, pr:i:nt J>aper, lumber, timber, and logs. 

If you say that sugar is a trustized p1·oduct and ought to go 
upon the free list, then I reply that you are discriminating 
~inst this industry when you leave upon manufactures of 
~teel rates of duty which you admit are just ns prohl'bitive as 
the existing rates and in addition give the Steel Trust free iron 
ore and a 50 per cent reduction on pig iron, thereby actually in
creasing its margin of profit 

' The steel industry is trustized; it is shown by the reports of 
the Stanley steel committee and the Hardwick sugar commit
tee to be much worse trustized than sugar; therefore put steel 
on the free list. The woolen and c:etton manufacturing indus
tries are trustized, therefore put manufactures of wool and cot
ton on the free list. Be consistent or be silent. 

Fourth. The propaganda for free sugar was instigated by the 
Sugar Trust, whose principal refiners have appeared before the 
Hardwick sugar committee and advocated free sugar, and this 
propaganda has been carried on by the wholesale patrons of 
the Sugar Trust in the United St:ates. I shall insert in my 
remarks an editorial from the New York American approving 
this bill, for the reason, among other things, that the Sugar 
Trust has heretofore written the sugar schedules, both Repub
lican and Democratic, under Oleveland as well as McKinley; 
nnd I shall place in juxtaposition the testimony of the Sugar 
.~ust refiners, including its criminally convicted secretary, 
before the Hardwick conimittee, advocating at this time free 
sugar, as well as the testimany befoTe that committee showing 
the persistent and consistent efforts of the Sugar Trust, which 
consists of the cane-sugar refiners of the United States, to destroy 
pr control its only competitor in this country, the beet-sugar 
industry. 

Some gentlemen on this side profess to attuch great weight to 
the flood of sugar petitions prepared by one F. 0. wwry, the 
paid agent of the SpreckelS refineTies, and circulated by him 
under the name of a fake committee of 24 wholesale grocers, 
who naturally e:q}ect to divide with the re:finers the hog's share 
of the tariff. 

I have here a bunch of these petitions inclosed to me in a 
letter frf>m :Mr. Lowry. written on his fake ~ommittee letter
head, which I shall insert in my yemarks and which letter rends 
as follows: 

COM:UITTE£ -OF WHOLESALE GROClC.RS, 
Nem York, Januar11, 5, 19~. 

Hon. JOHN A. Mil~ 
Houtte of Bevresentatfrc8, Washington., D. 0. 

Dear Sir: Oonstituents of yours ha1:e mailed me the inclo•ecl pe"· 
tions, duly signed, and have asked ·me to have same fortvarded. to you 
wUh the req,,.e.!t that thev be f)"roperi11 fl,led -with tlie ll'aya and Jleans 
Oomm.ittee of the Houae of Rep1·esentaUves. 

Tn1sting to ha1;e 11o-ur valuable cooperation in tke e!Jort tchtch we are 
making to secure a reduction in the present duties on raw and refined 
a-ugars, I am, 

Yours, respectfully, F. 0. Lewry, 
Secretary. 

I desire to cnll pai·ticnlar attention to a sheet of 12 of these 
petitions which the circulator did not even take the trouble to 
(ietach from each other and which I shall insert in my remarks 
just as I received it. One of the striking features of this sheet 
of petitions is that probably a majOTity of the signers can not 
read or write the English language. I am satisfied that Juan de 
Jesus GaJegos can not, because Juan de Jesus has not even 
spelled his ·name right. 
To the hono1·able the Houae of Revresentativeg, Washington, D. O.: 

The undersigned respectfully ask for a reduction in the duty on raw 
and refined sugars, in the interest both of the 80,000,000 consumers o-f 
the country and the manufacturing industries in which it is an impor
tant material. •rnis tax amounts to 2 cents per pound on refined sugar, 
equivalent to an 80 per cent ad valorem duty. 

This exorbitant tax is not justified by the conditions relating to the 
production or refining of sugar in this country. Leading sugar refiners 
have testified tba't they need no tariff protection against foreign refiners, 
and there is no good reason why all the people should be heavily taxed 
in the interest of one industry. 

The relatively higb price of sugar operates to prevent its more gen
eral use in the manufacture of pres.erved fruits of all kinds, and by 
adding to the cost of these articles limits their consumption. While 
this is the greatest fruit-growing country in the world, our exports of 
jams, jellies, etc., are comparatively small, as we can not compete in 
neutral markets with countries like Great Brita.in, whicll have the ad
vantage of cben.p sugar. A reduction af the sugar tax would greatly 
increase domestic consumption of these articles, and would gh>e us a 
much larger share of the export trade. In many cases the canners 
would be enabled to buy and p-reseTve fruits that are now wasted :for 
lack of a InarkeL 

We believe that this is a matter which should be decided by Congress 
in un·or of the policy which will benefit the greater number of the 
people, and that the interi:!sts of the consumers should receive the con
sideration to which they nre entitled. The tax on sugar is paid wholly 
by the consumers and ls an unnece~sary burden on one of the prin
cipal articles of their food. A reduction in this tax wonld, therefore, be 
an unquestioned advantage to the people of the entire country. 

E. GIRARD, Oapulin, Colo. 
MAY 27, 1911. ... 

To the honorable the House of Representatit:es, Wa1rhingto1i, D. O.: 
The tmderSigned re~pectfully ask for a reduction in the duty on raw 

and refined sugars in the interest both of the 80,000,000 consumers of 
the country and the manufacturing industries in wh:ch it is an im
portant material. 'l'his tax amounts to 2 cents pet· pound on refined 
sugn.r, equivalent to an 80 per cent ad valorem duty. 

Th1s _exorbitant tax is not justified by the conditions relating to the 
product10:i or refining of sugar in this country. Leading sugar refiners 
have testified that they need no tariff protection against foreign re:finers, 
and there is no good reason why all the people should be heavily taxed 
in the interest of one industry. 

The rel~tively high price of sugar operates to pre>ent its more ge.u
eral. use m the manufacture of preserved fruits of all kinds, and by 
add~g to the cost of these articles limits their consumption. While 
this is th~ greatest fruit-growing country in the world, our exports of 
jams, .iel11es. etc., are comparatively small, as we can not compete· in 
neutral markets with countries, like Great Britain which have the i;.d
vantage of cheap sugar. A_ reduction of the sugar tax would greatly 
increase domestic consumption of these articles and would gtve us a 
much larger share of th<' export trade. In many cases the canne1·s 
would be enabled to buy and preseI'Ye fruits that are now wasted for 
lack of a market. 

We believe tha:t this 1s a matter which should ·be decided by Con
gress in ,favor of the policy which will benefit the greater number of 
the peop1e, and that the interests of the consumers should receive the 
considerlrtion to which they are entitled. Tbe tax on sugar is paid 
"holl.Y by th~ consumers, and is an unnece!i<Sary burden on one of the 
principal articles of their food. A reductiO'a in this tax wauld there
fore be an unquestioned advantage to tbe people of tile entire country. 

MAY 27, 1911. JOSE A. VALDEZ, Oapulin., Oolo. 

To the honorable the Ho.use of RepresentaUves, Washington, D. 0.: 
The undersigned respectfully ask for a i-eduction in the duty on raw 

and i-efined sugars, in the interest both of the 80,006,000 consumers of 
the country and the manufacturing industries in which it is an im
portant material. This tax amounts to 2 cents per pound on refined 
sugar, equivn!ent to an. 80 per cent ad valorem duty. 

This ~rb1tant tax is not justified by tbe conditions relating to the 
product10n or refining of sugar in this country. Leadin"' sugar refiners 
have testified that they need no tariff protection against foreign refi:ner's 
!lnd th~re ls no good reason why all the people should be heavily taxed 
m the rnterest of one industry. 

The i-elatively high price of sugar operates to prevent its more "'eneral 
use in the manufacture of preserved fruits of all kinds. and by "'adding 
to the cost 9f thes~ articles limits their consumption. While this is the 
greatest fru1t-gro'!'111~ country in the world, our exports of jams, jellies, 
etc:., are comparative1y small, as we can not compete in neutral markets 
Wlt.n countries ~ ·Great Britain, which have the advantage o-f cheap 
sugar. A reduction of the sugar tax would greatly increase domestic 
consumption of these articles, and would give us a much larger share of 
the export trade. In many cases the canners would be enabled to buy 
and preserve fruits that are now wasted fo-r luck of a market 

We believe that this is a matter which should be decided bjr Congress 
in favor of the policy which will benefit the greater number of tbe peO'
ple, and that the intere"Sts of the consumers should receive the consid
eration to Which they are entitled. 'l'he tax on sugar is paid wholly by 
the consumers, and is an unnecessary burden on one of the principal 
articles of their :food. A re<lnction in this tax would therefore be an 
unquestioood advantage to the people of the enttre ccmntry. 

MAY 27, 1911. 
L. F. GIRARD, Oapulin, Colo. 

To the honorable the House- of Rep.Yesentatives, Washington, D. C.: 
The undersigned ~espectfuily ask for a reduction in the duty on raw 

·and refined sugars, m the ipterest both o-f the 80,000
1
000 consumers of 

the country and the manufacturing industries in wnich it is an im
portant material. This tax amounts to 2 cents per pmmd o:n refined 
sugar, equivalent to an 80 per cent ad valorem duty. 

T.WS exorbita.pt tax is not justified by the conditions relating to the 
prodf:iction or refining of sugar tn this country. Leading sugar refiners 
have testified that tl'l.ey need no tariff protection against foreign refiners, 
and there is no good reason why all the pe(}ple sho~uld be heavily taxed 
in the interest of one industry. 

The relatively high price of sugar operates to prevent its ·more gen
eral use In the manufacture of preserved fl'U.its of all kinds, and by 
adding to the cost of these articles limits their consumption. While 
this is the greatest fruit-growing country in the world, our exports of 
jams, jellies. etc., are comparatively small, as we can not compete in 
neuti-al markets with countries like Great Britain, which have the ad
vantage of cheap sugar. A reduction of the sugar tax would greatly 
Increase domestic consnmption of these articles, and wonld give us a 
much larger share of the export trade. In many cases the canners 
would be enabled to buy and preserve fruits that are now wasted for 
lack of a market. 

We believe that this is a matter which should be decided by Congress 
tn favor of the policy which will benefit the greater number of the 
people, and that the interests of the consumers should receive the con
sideration to which the7 are entitled. The tax on sugar is paid wholly 
by the consumers, and is an unnecessary burden on one of the principal 
articles of their food. A reduction in this tax would therefore be an 
unquestioned advantage to the people of the entire coontry. 

DAVID MARTINEZ~ Captilin, Oolo. 
MAY 27, 1911. 

To the 7tonorable Hause af Rep1·csentatives, Wasliin(]ton, D. C.: 
The undersigned respectfully ask for a reduction in the duty on raw 

and refined sugars, in the interest both of the 80,000,000 consumers of 
the country and the manufacturing industries in which it is ·an im
portant material. This tax amounts to 2 cents per pound on refined 
sugar, equivalent to an 80 per cent ad valorem duty. 
· This ex:orMta:nt tax is not justified by the conditions relating to the 
production or refining of sugar in this country. Lea.din~ sugar refiners 
have testified that they need no tariff prote::t;on against foreign refiners, 
and there is no good reason why all the people should be heavily taxed 
in the interest of one industry. 

The relatively high price of sugar operates to prevent its more general 
use in. the manufacture of preserved fruits of all kinds and, by adding 
to the cost of these articles, limits their consumption. While this is 
the greatest fruit-growinJ? country in the world, om· exports of jains, 
jellies, etc., are comparatively small, as we can not compete in neutral 

• 
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tnarkets with countries. like Great Britain, which have the advantage 
of cheap sugar. A reduction of the sugar tax would greatly increase 
domestic consumption of these articles and would give us a much larger 
share of the export trade. In many cases the canners would be enabled 
to buy and preserve fruits that are now wasted for lack of a market. 

I We believe that this is a matter which should be decided by Congress 'n favor of .the policy which will benefit the greater number of the 
people, and that the intei·ests of the consumers should r eceive the con
sideration to which they are entitled . The tax on sugar is paid wholly 
by the consumers, and 1s an unnecessary burden on one of the principal 
articles of their food. A reduction in this tax would thei·efore be an 
unquestioned advantage to the people of the entire country. 

JULIL'{ GO.MEZ, Capulin, Colo. 
MAY 27, lDll. 

To the honornble the House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. : 
The undersigned respectfully ask for a reduction in the duty on raw 

·and refined sugars, in the interest both of the 80,000,000 consumers of 
the country and the manufacturing industries in which it is an impor
tant material. This tax amounts to 2 cents per pound on refined sugar, 
equivalent to an 80 per cent ad valorem duty. 

This exorbitant fax is not justified by the conditions relating to the 
production or refining of sugar in this country. Leading sugar refiners 
have testified that they need no tarit! protection against foreign refiners, 
and there is no good reaso:::i why all the people should be heavily taxed 
in the interest of one industry. 

The relatively high price of sugar operates to prevent its more genernl 
use in the manufacture of preserved fruits of all kinds, and by adding 
to the cost of these articles limits their consumption. While this is 
the greatest fruit-growing coUlltry in the world, our exports of jams, 
jellies, etc .. are •!omparatively 1'mall. !lS we can not compete in neutral 
markets with countries like Great Ilritain, which have the advantage 
of cheap sugar. A reduction of the sugar tax- would greatly increase 
domestic consumption of these articles and would give us a much larger 
share of the export trade. In many cases the canoe.rs would be enabled 
to buy and pL"esene fruits that are now wasted for lac-k of a market. 

~ We believe that this is a matter which should be decided by Congress 
in favor of the policy which will benefit the greater number of the peo
ple, and that the interests of the consumers should receive the con
sideration to which they are entitled. The ta.'\'. on sugar is paid wholly 
by the consumers and is an unnecessary burden on one of the principal 
articles of their food. A · reduction in this tax would therefore be an 
unquestioned advantage to the people of the entire country. 

Josfl A. GARCIA, Capulin, Colo. 
MAY 27, mu. 

To the honorable the Hou.se of Represetitatives, Washitigton, D. C.: 
The undersigned respectfully ask for a reduction · in the duty on raw 

and refined sugars, in the interest both of the 80,000,000 consumers of 
the country and the manufacturing industries in which it is an impor
tant material. This tax amounts to 2 cents per pound on refined sugar, 
equivalent to an 80 per cent ad valorem duty. 

This exorbitant tax is not justified by the conditions relating to the 
production or refining of sugar in this country. Leading sugar refiners 
have testified that they need no tariff protection against foreign re
finers and there is no good reason why all the people should be heavily 
taxed' in the interest of one industry. · 

'l'he relatively high price of sugar operates to prevent its more gen
eral use in the manufacture of preserved fruits of all kinds and, by add
ing to the cost of these articles, limits their consumption. While this 
is the greatest fruit-growing counti·y in the world, our exports of jams, 
jellies, etc., are comparatively small, as we can not compete in 
neutra l markets with countries like Great Britain, which have the 
advantage of cheap sugar. A reduction of the sugar tax would greatly 
increase tlomestic consumption of these articles and would give us u 
much larger share of the export trade. In many cases the canners 
would be enabled to buy and preserve frui_ts that are now wasted for 
lack of a market. 

We believe tbat this is a matter which should be decided by Congress 
ln favor of the policy which will benefit the greater number of the 
people and that the interests of the consumers should receive thei con· 
sideration to which they are entitled. The tax on sugar is paid wholly 
by the consumers and is an unnecessary burden on one of the principal 
articles of theh: food . A reduction in this tax would therefore be an 
unquestioned adrnntage to tbe pe.ople of the entire country. 

I. V. DE HERRERA, Capulin, Colo. 
hl.A.Y 27, 1911. 

To the honorable tlle House of Representati'l:es, Washington, D. 0.: 
The undersigned respectfully asks for a reduction in the duty on raw 

and refined sugars, in the interest both of the 80,000,000 consumers of 
the country and the manufacturing industries in which it is an impor
tant material. This tax amounts to 2 cents per poUlld on refined sugar, 
equivalent to an 80 per cent ad valorem duty. 

This exorbitant tax is uot justified by the conditions relating to the 
production or r efining of sugar in this country. Leading sugar refiners 
have testified that they need DO tarifl' protection against foreign re
fin ers, and there is no good r eason why all the people should be lleavily 
taxed in tbe inb~res t of one industry. · 

The relatively high price of sugar operates to ·prevent its more general 
use in the manufacture of preserved fruits of all kinds, and by adding 
to tbe cost of these articles limits their consumption. While this is 
the "'reatest frua-growing country in the world, our exports of jams, 
jellie"s, etc., are comparatively small, as we can not compete in neutral 
markets with C'ountries like Great Britain, which have the advantage of 
cheap sugar. A reduction of the sugar tax would greatly increase do
mestic consumption of these articles and would give us a much larger 
share of the export ti·ade. In many cases the canners would be en
abled to buy and preserve fruits that are now wasted for lack of a 
market. 

We believe that this is a matter which should be decided by Congress 
in favor of the policy which will benefit the gl·eater number of the 
people. and that the interests of the consumers should receive the con
sideration to which they are entitled. The tax on sugar is paid wholly 
by the consumers, and is an unnecessary burden on one of the principal 
articles of their food. A reduction in this tax would therefore be an 
unquestioned advantage to the people of the entire country. 

MELQUIADES V ALDEz, Capulin, Colo. 
MAY 27, 1911. 

To the honorable the House of Reprcsentatires, 1Vashingto1i, D. 0. : 
The undersigned r espectfully asks for a r eduction in the duty on raw 

and refined sugars, in the interest both of the 80,000,000 consumers of 
the country and the manufacturing industries in which it is an impor
tant material. Thls tax amounts to 2 cents per pound on refined sugar, 
equivalent to an 80 per cent ad valorem duty. 

This exorbitant tax i.J not justified by the conditions relating to the 
production or r efining of sugar in this country. Leading sugar i·efiners 
have testified that they need no tariff protection against foreign re
finers, and the1·e is no ~ood reason why all the people sllould be heavily 
taxed in the interest or one industry. 

The relatively high -..ice of sugar operates to prevent its more general 
use in the manufacture of preserved fruits of all kinds, and by adding 
to the cost of these articles limits their consumption. While this is 
!he. greatest fruit-grow in~ country in the world, om· qxports of jams, 
Jelhes, etc., are comparatively small, ns we can not compete in neutrnl 
markets with countries like Great Britain, wliich have the advantage of 
cheap sugar. A reduction of the sugar tax would greatly increase do
mestic consumption of thE>se articles and would give us a much larger 
share of the export trade. In many cases the canners would be en
abled to buy and preserve fruits that are now wasted for lack of a 
mnrket. 

We believe that this is a matter which should be decided by Congress 
in favor of the policy which will benefit the greater number of · the 
people. and that the interests of the consumers should r eceive the con
siderntion to whlch they are entitled. '.fhe tax on sugar is paid wholly 
by the consumers, and is an unnecessary burden on one of the pl·incipal 
articles of their food. A reduction in this tax would therefore be an 
unquestioned advantage to the people of the entire country. 

MAY 27, 1911. 
PEDRO A .. DOMINGUEZ, Capulln, Oolo. 

To the 710norab le tile House of Representati-i;es, Washington, D. C. : 
The undersigned respectfully asks for a reduction in the duty on raw 

and refined sugars in the interest both of the 80,000,000 consumers 
of the country and the manufacturing industries in which it is an 
important material. This tax amounts to 2 cents per pound on re
fined sugar, equivalent to an 80 per cent ad valorem duty. 

This exorbitant tax is not justified by the conditions relating to the 
production or refining of sugar in t~s country. Leading sugar refiners 
have testified that they need no taril! protection against foreign re
P.ners, and there is no good reason why aJl the people should be heavily 
taxed in the interest of one industry. 

The relatively high price of sugar operates to prevent its more general 
use in the manufacture of preserved fruits of all kinds and, by adding 
to the cost of these articles, limits their consumption. While this is 
the greatest fruit-growing counh'y in the world, our exports of jamsi 
jellies, etc., are comJilaratively small, as we can not compete in neutra 
markets with countries like Great Britain, which have the advantage of 
C'heap sugar. A reduction of the sugar tax would l?reatly increase 
domestic consumption of these articles and would give us a much 
larger share of the export trade. In many cases the _canners would be 
enabled to \.my and preserve fruits that are now wasted for lack of a 
market. 

We believe that this is a matter which should be decided by Congress 
in favor of the policy which will benefit the greater number of the 
people and that the interests of tbe consumers should receive the con
sideration to which they are entitled. The tax on sugar is paid wholly 
by the consumers and is an unnecessary burden on one of· the principal 
articles of their food. A reduct1on in this tax would therefore be an 
unquestioned advantage to the people of the entire country. 

LUCAS DE J. CH.AVES, Capulin, Colo. 
MAY 27, 1911. 

To the hono1·able the House of Rep1·esentati-i;es, Washington, D. 0.: 
The undersigned respectfully ask for a reduct.ion in the duty on raw 

and refined sugars, in the interest both of the 80,000,000 consumers 
of the countr:v and the manufacturing industries in which it is an 
important material. This ta.'C amounts to 2 cents per pound on r efined 
sugar, equivalent to an 80 per cent ad valorem duty. 

This exorbitant tax is not justified by the conditions r elating to 
the product-ion or refining of sugar jn this country. Leading sul?ar 
refiners have testified that they need no tariff protection against foreign 
refiners, and there is no good reason why all the people should be 
heavily taxed in the interest of one industry. 

'.rhe relatively high price of sugar operates to prevent its more general 
use in the manufacture of preserved fruits of all kinds, and by adding 
to the cost of these articlE:s, limits their consumption. While this is 
the greatest fruit-growing country in the world, our exports of jams, 
jellies, etc., are comparatively small, as we can not compete in neutral 
markets with countries like Great Britain, which have the advantage 
of cheap sugar. A reduction of the sugar tax would greatly incre3se 
domestic consumption of these articles and would give us a much 
larger share of the export trade. In many cases the canners would be 
enabled to buy and preserve fruits that are now wasted for lack of 
a market. . 

We believe that this is a matter which should be decided by Congress 
in favor of 1.he policy which will benefit the greater number of the 
people, and that the interests of the consumers should receive the con
sideration to which they are entitled. '1.'he tax on sugar is paid wholly 
by the consumers, and is an unnecessary burden on one of the principle 
articles of their food. A reduction in this tax would therefore be an 
unquestioned advantage to the people of the entire country. 

JUAN DE JEsos GALLGAS, Oapulin, Colo. 
hlAY 27, 1911. 

To the honomble the House of Representati-i;es, Washington, D. 0 .: 
The undersigned respectfully ask for a reduction in the duty on raw 

and refined sugars, in the interest both of the 80,000,000 consumers of 
the country and the manufacturing industries in which it is an impor
tant material. This tax amounts to 2 cents per pound on refined sugar, 
equivalent to an 80 per cent ad valol·em duty. 

This exorbitant tax is not justified by the conditions relating to the 
production or refining of sugar in this country. Leadin~ sugar refiners 
have testified that they need no tarit! protection agamst foreign re
finers, and there is no good reason why all the people should be heavily 
taxed in the interest of one industry. 

The relatively high price of sugar operates to prevent its more general 
use in the manufacture of preserved fruits of all kinds, and by adding 
to the cost of these articles limits their consumption. While this is 
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the greatest fruit-growinJ? country in the world, our exports of jams, 
jellies, etc., are comparatively small, as we can not compete in neutral 
markets with countries like Great Britain, which have the advantage of 
cheap sugar. A reduction of the sugar tax would greatly increase do
mestic consumption of these articles and would give us a much larger 
sha1·e of the export trade. In many cases the canners would be en
abled to buy and preserve fruits that are now wasted for lack of a 
market. 

We believe that this is a matter which should be decided by Congress 
in favor of the policy which will benefit the greater number of the 
people, and that the interests of the consumers should receive the con
sideration to which they are entitled. The tax on sugar is paid wholly 
by the consumers, and is an unnecessary burden on one of the principal 
articles of their food. A -reduction in this tax would therefore be an 
unquestioned advantage to the people of the entire country. 

P. G. ROYBST, Capulin, Oolo. 
MAY 27, 1911. 

MJl. LOWRY BE.FOR.El THE HARDWICK COMMITTEE. 
Frank C. Lowry, agent Federal Sugar Refining Co., secretary com

mittee of wholesale grocers. 
Mr. FORDNEY. How much money has been spent in distributing litera-

ture by that committee? 
Mr. LOWRY. Somewhere in the neighborhood of $12,000. 
Mr. FORD:N'EY . Who paid that money? 
Mr. LOWRY. When the committee was first formed I wrote to a num

ber of importers--not 1·e'{iners. but importers of sugar-and said that 
thls committee would be formed. and stated its objects and solicited 
subscriptions from them. They had great faith in the political acttvi
ties and abilities of the domestic sugar producers and said that they 
were in sympathy with me, but tbat I was pounding my head against 
a stone wall to try to get a reduction in the ta.riff; and the only one 
that subscribed was the Federal Sugar Re{i11h1g Oo. 

1\:Ir. FORD:l!HY. So that the Federal Sugar Refining Co. have paid in 
this $12,000 for the distribution of the literatnre? 

Mr. LOWRY. Yes. (P. 1608, Hearings.) 

It 'Will be noted in the foregoing answer (see italics) that 
u;hile Mr. Lowry u,-.,·ote only to importers for contributions, his 
sole contributor was the Spreckels Go. 

Mr. FORDNEY. So the committee itself has never done anything? 
Mr. LownY. Oh, yes. The members of the committee have done a 

great deal of work. All of these meti ha'l:e been itistrU1nentaZ in ei.rculat
ing information about the tariff, and iti writing to their Oongressmen 
and Senators, and getti ng petition s signed. Perhaps some of you have 
gotten petitions asking for a reduction of the duties on sugar. They 
have helped very materially in that work. They have given their serv
ices. but not their money. 

Mr. FORDNEY. That was all done at your request, was it not, and the 
litera ture sent oat by you to them? · 

Mr. LowaY. How is that question? 
Mr. FORDNEY. Did not each. and every member of the committee that 

has done any work in tbe way of soliciting the aid of the Members of 
Congress send that literature to the Members of Congress at your re
quest, through this lltera ture that you have sent out? 

Mr. LOWRY . .At my suggestion; yes. 
Mr. FORDNEY. You first sent to them the literature and requested 

them to communicate witlt their Congressmen? 
Mr. LOWRY. That was the nature of the work we did. 
Mr. FORDNEY. That was all at the expense of the F edet·aZ Sugar Re

fi.ning Oo., was itf You have said that they contributed all of the 
money. 

Mr: LOWRY. They contributed the money that enabled us to carry on 
that campaign. 

Mr. FORDNEY. T1ie Federal Sugar Refi,ning Co. has paid, then, for the 
distri bt1tion of all this literature f 

Mr. LownY. Yes; so far they have. (Hearings, p. 1609.) 
REFGEI~S B'EFORE '..l'HE JLUtDWICK COMMITTEE-BEET SUGAR A D.A.NG'EROUS 

COMPETITOR. 

The Sugar Trust officials and allied refi,nm·s testified · before 
the Hardwick 8ugar Investigating Oomrnittee that dQmestic 
beet sugar is a strong, growing, and dangerous competitor of 
the cane-suga1· refiners in the United States. 

Oop-ious extracts (not mere garbied, quotations) of the testi
mony of these gentlemen before that committee are herewith 
given. The list com1}rises: 

Edwin F. Atkins, vice president and acting president of the 
American Sugar Refining Co. ; William G. Gilmore, general 
manager of the Arbuckle Bros.; Robert M. Parker, president of 
the Brooklyn Cooperage Co.; Washington B. Thomas, former 
president of the American Sugar Refining Co.; Claus Spreckels, 
pres:ident of the Federal Sugar Refining Co. 

The companies represented by these men own and control all 
of the cane-sugar refineries and do all of the cane-sugar 
refining in the United States, and their business comprises all 
of the cane sugar consumed in this country. 

References are to pages of the Hardwick hearings. 
EDWIN F. ATKINS, VICE PRESIDENT AND ACTING PRESfDENT AMERICAN 

SUGAR REFINING CO. 
Mr. HINDS. Is the condition of the sugar business in this country, 

the refining business, in your judgment, such as to induce men who 
know about the sugar business as practical men to come back or 
attempt to go back into the business? 

Mr. ATKINS. Not at the present time ; the margin is too small. It 
bas l.Jeen very slight for the past two or three years. 

Mr. HINDS. Tb.at is, the sugar business of the country is to-day in 
such shape that those who know about it think it ought to be held by 
the individuals? 

l'ifr. ATKINS. I judge so. 'l'be · competition is so sharp that people 
who know about the business are willing to keep out. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is it really on account of · the competition, Mr. 
Atkins? Is it not a .fact that the sugar business, as held to-day, is 
held at a price that practical men would shrink from, considering the 
physical valuation· of the properly, and all that, would practical men 
wish to go 1n and buy it at $120 on its existing capitalization? 

1\Ir. ATKINS. I think so. I do not think it is owing to that, but 
owing to the general business condition, the overproduction of refined 
sugar. There is very much larger capacity than is required, and the 
beet sugars at·e taking awa11 the trade of the 1·efiners vem· by year. 
(P. 48.) 

• • • • • . * 
1\lr . .l\!A.DISON. Is it not also true that the beet-sugar people only pro

duce one kind of sugar-granulated sugar? 
Mr. ATKINS. Exactly. 
Mr. MADISON. So you can hardly ascribe it to the fierce competition 

by the beet-sugar people? 
Mr. ATKINS. Certainly. All that beet sugar comes on the market at 

a certain season of the year. It is all produced in about three m.onths' 
time. Tbey all want to market it just as rapidly as possible, and in 
order to do that they come to · the eastern points. California sugar 
comes into Chicago, and the Michigan sugar into Bu.IIalo and· Pittsburgh 
and eastern refineries; not only the American Sugar Refining Oo., but 
the others, have to reduce or ciose down mitiZ the beet suga~·s are out of 
the way. Any refining that is done between the 1st of October and the 
1st C1f January is done without any profit and very often at a loss. 

Mr. MADISON. Then, as a matter of fact, your competition with the 
beet-sugar people only exists during the few months of the year? 

1\ir. ATKINS. Three months, and that is 25 per cent of the whole 
time. (Page 49.) 

• * * • 
Mr. MADISON. You stated a moment ago, Mr. Atkins, or this • morn

ing, that you decideclly opposed going into the beet-sugar businei;s. 
What was the reason of that? Wny was it that. you opposed that at 
the time when you went to Mr. Havemeyer and called on him und said: 
"Now, if you are going into that business I am going to quit; I am 
going to sell my holdings " ? 

Mr. ATKINS. Yes, I did. This company was organized for the pur
pose of refining sugars. 

Mr . .MADISON. Yes. 
. Mr. ATKINS. The beet-sugar business was a competitive business. It 
produced in the western territories where our market lay. That is, I 
say " our market "-I mean the market of the refiners, the various re
finers. As that fndustry grew--and I foresaio that it" icouz.a grow 
rapidly-I believed that it 1,oould reduce the volutne of busintcss, iiot 
onl11 of tllc A.merica:n Suqar Re"{ininr; Oo., but of all the re'{iners on tlle 
A. tlantw coast; and, although we had millions of dollars in-vested in 
the business there, we were building up a competitive business, one that 
wo11ld compete with ourselves, and one which was bound to get away 
fro in ·us; we coul.il not contrnl it in the end. I say "we "-I had no 
connection whatever with it; that was simply a business man·s opin
tion. (Pages 85-86.) 

• • • • • • 
Mr. GARRETT. Do you know whether last year, at the time the beet

sngar manufactories began operations, any of the refining plants be
longing to the American Sugar Refining Co. received instructions to, or 
did, Without instructions, withdraw from the territory usually covered 
by the beet-sugar trade? 

Mr. ATKINS. No; not through any instructions. They were forced to 
withdraw from t1le territory, owing to the cntting of prices. We could 
not pay duty an imported sugars and get them so far west as would 
enable us to sell in oompetiti01l with those beet sugars. (Page 94.) 

* * • • * • 
Mr. RAKER. How far west do you ship? 
Mr. ATKINS. We ship, when we are able to do so, out to Omaha and 

Kansas City. 
Mr. RAKER. You ship no farther than those points? 
Mr. ATKINS. We would if we could, but we car~ not get in there, 

owing to the competition of tlie beet factories. If you will allow me to 
explain, I will tell you that the country west of the Missouri River 
produces un excess of sugar. 

Mr. RAKER. That is not what I want now. I am trying to get the 
exportations from the East to the West. 

Mr. ATKINS. They are very light. 
Mr. RAKBR. If we will just confine ourselves to that, there will not 

be any conflict. 
Mr. ATKINS. They are very light_ 
Mr. RAKER. How much do you ship west of the Missouri River? 
Mr. ATKINS. A very small quantity. 
Mr. RAKER. Can you give me an idea. in barrels? 
Mr. ATKINS. I can not give you any idea at aJI. 
Mr. RAKER. Ca.n yon furnish that before we get through? 
Mr. A'IKINH . We used to have a large .number before beet-sugar 

competition. (Page 99.) 

WILLI.A.}! G. GILMORE, GENERAL MANAGER ARBUCKLE .BE.OS. 
Mr. RA.KER. This beet-sugar industry and the ccmi petition between 

that and you 1s more of an ima[lination than it is of a reality, is it 'Tl ot? 
Mr. GILlIOR.E. No; I think it is an actuality. 
Mr. RAKER. Can yon name any concrete case or place or time wben 

you came into adual competition ; in other words, when yon found the 
beet su~m· in the same point where you were handling your cane sugar"! 

Mr. GILMORE. In the last two yea·rs u-ery seriously in Pittslnir-gh, Pa. 
Mr. RAKER. The beet-sugar people got in Pittsburgh, Pa. f 
Mr. GILMORE. Yes. 
Mr. RA.KER. From where? 
Mr. GILMORE. I do not know where from . . I do n<>t know what the 

brand was or anything about it. I know the fact. 
Mr. RAK.ER. What time of the year was it? 
Mr. GIL.MORE. I know that It was so much so that a house owned by 

Arbuckle Bros. there was compelled to take the beet-sugar business in 
and buy it and sell it in competition. That is bringing coals home to 
Newcastle. 

Mr. RARER. Pretty close, if it is a fact. 
Mr. MADISON. They did what, you say? 
Mr. GILMORE. A 'house in Pittsburgh--
Mr; DYK!IIAN. (}h·e tbe name of it. · . 
Mr. GIL~fORE. Arbuckle & Co:, a wholesale grocery house, were obliged 

to buy beet sugar there. This is offered in explanation of the fact--
MI". MAD1so. ·. I just did not bear you, that is all. I beg your pardon. 
Mr. RAKER. That is all right. What was the name of this firm that 

did this? 
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Mr. GILMORE. That . did which? 
l\fr. RAKER. That .bad to take in the beet sugar? 
Mr. GILMORE. Arbuckle & Co. -
li;: ~tt:iaE~~~i.kle & Co., located in Pittsburgh? 
Mr. RAKER. That was two years ago? 
Mr. GILMORE. Last year and year before, I think-both. 
Mr. RARER. 1910 and 1909? 
Mr. GILMORE. Yes. (Pages 1158-1159.) 

ROBERT M. PARKER, PRESIDENT BROOKLYN COOPERAGE CO. 
Mr. l\IALBY. Does the American Sugar Refining Co. at the present 

time ship any granulated sugar to the various States in the Mississippi 
Valley and in the Missouri region? 

Mr. PARKER. Yes, sir; a very great deal. 
l\Ir. l\IALBY. And at all times of the year? 
l\Ir. PARKER. Yes, sir; until the price is so low that it ls impossible 

to ship it at a profit. 
l\Ir. MA.LBY. Who makes the prices low or creates the condition to 

which you refer? 
Mr. PARKER. The San Francisco cane and the beet sugars from Colo· 

rado and Utah and Michigan. 
Mr. MALBY. When the competition becomes sharp or gets to that 

point where it ceases to yield a profit, of course you cease to ship? 
Mr. PARKER. Probably; yes, sir. (Pages 1463-1464.) 

WASHINGTO)T B. THOMAS, FORMER PRESIDENT AMEIUCAN SUGAR 
REFINING CO. 

Mr. MALBY. You have to-day competition among the beet-sugar indus
tries of the United States, have you not 1 

Mr. THOMAS. We have. 
Mr. MALBY. And good, sharp competition, say, with the Michigan 

Sugar Refining Co. Y 
Mr. THOMAS. We have. 
Mr. l\!ALBY. Notwithstanding the fact you have nn interest in that 

company? 
Mr. THOMAS. Yes; notwithstanding that fact. 
Mr. MALBY. The fact is the beet sugar usually sells for about 20 cents 

per hundredweight below what the refined sugar sells for, does it not? 
Mr. THOM.AS. Cane sugar-10 to 20 per cent. -
Mr. l\IaLBY. I think the evidence is substantially 20, although some

times 10. 
l\Ir. THOMAS. Yes. 
Mr. MALBY. During the time you were putting your sugar upon the 

market they were putti.!l.g their sugar upon the market-I mean the 
beet-sugar men? The American Sugar Refining Co. scarcely ever at
tempts to invade their territory, do they? 
. Mr. THOMA.S. Oh, yes; we go into any territory, whenever the price 
permits us to. 

l\fr. MALBY. I know; and that is just what I am inquiring about. 
Does the price permit you to ~o into Michigan territory when they are 
attempting to sell their sugar 1 · 

Mr. THOMAS. Only to a small extent; but they invade our territory 
here in the East during the same period. 

Mr. M.A.LBY. 1.'hey do, because they can undersell you or sell at a price 
which you do not want to take. You find also competition in Colorado 
beet-sugar men, do vou not 1 

Mr. THOMAS. We do. 
Mr. MAI.BY. And those in Utah and more ln California? 
Mr. THOMAS. We do not reach quite as far west as that. 
Mr. MA.LBY. Why do you not sell in California? 
Mr. THOMAS. Because their prices there are such and the freight is 

so against us that we can not reach there. 
1.Ir. l\IALBY. That is to say, they can sell sugar to the consumer 

cheaper than you can afford to sell? 
Mr. THOM.AS. We can not reach there on account of the freight. The 

freight is prohibitive. 
Mr. MALBY. You do not sell on the Pacific slope for two reasons, 

probably; one is the freight rate. That is, your cost would be greater 
than that on tbe Pacific slope? 

Mr. 1.'HOMAS. Yes. . . 
l\lr. 1.1.A.LBY. Does that same reason hold good with reference to Utah, 

Colorado, and Michigan? 
Mr. THOMAS. I thinlt so. 
Mr. 1\1.ALBY. So that, reverting to the question once more, if the beet

~ugat· industry teas wholly destroyed, then you would get in there, 
1.00UZd 1/Gtl not, 

Mr. THOMAS. We would e:etend our sales, undoubtedly. 
Mr. MALBY. Let us be frank about it. You iootild ea:tend your sales 

to every single household where beet sugar is tww sold which would 
pay the price, ioould you not1 

l\Ir. THOMAS. Oh, yes; it would take the place of beet sugar. 
Mr. 1\1..A.LBY. And the purchasers in such localities, if no refineries ex

isted there to-day, would be obliged, from the very nature of thlngs, to 
pay you such additional cost and expense as would be necessary to put 
your sugar into their market? 

Mr. · THOMAS. I would hardly say " us," meaning the American Sugar 
Refining Co., because they would deal with our competitors as well. 

l\Ir. 1\1.ALBY. I mean you, if you put any in there. You understand 
my statement, I assume? Suppose the beet-sugar interest of Utah, 
Colorado, and Michlg:rn were wiped out, the territory in which you 
now sell but little, would the consumer not have to pay the additional 
price on account of their disappearing as a competitive company or 
factor, whether to you or somebody else, I do not care whom? 

Mr. THO!lfAS. That would depend largely on the price of sugar 
throughout the world. 

Mr. 1\1.A.LBY. I am speaking of the present situation, so we will not 
have any question about what is going on throughout the world. 

Mr. THOMAS. Will you please repeat your question or have the ste
nographer read it to me? 

l\Ir. MALnY. I ask, in case of .the beet-sugar industry be·ing wiped out 
fa Oolo1·ado, Michigan, and Utal' to-day, u;hethet• or not the consumer 
i1~ the locaHties supplied by such beet-sttgar companies would not have 
to pay a higher pt·iee than they do to-day 1 

Mr. THOMAS. I can not answer that question. 
Mr. MALBY. There would be so much less sugar in t,he world, it they 

did not manufacture it. would there not? 
Mr. THOMAS. Yes. 
Mr. l\lALBY. You have very readily answered me that a diminution of 

a million tons did actually very greatly increase the price, although the 
million tons was a million tons in the world's supply. You have 
answered that that affected the American market? 

Mr. THOM.AS. Yes. 

Mr. MALBY You have also answered that a 2,000,000-ton surplus 
greatly decreased the market, have you not? 

Mr. THOMAS. Yes. 
Mr. MALBY. Why have you any hesitation in saying that if the beet

sugar industry in this country were wiped out that would not have a 
like effect upon it? · 

Mr. THOMAS. I think it would have an effect to a certain extent. 
How much of an extent I can not tell you. 

Mr. MALBY. I did not ask how much effect. I asked whether it would 
increase the price of sugar to the consumer, and you told me you did not 
know. Do you want to change that? 

Mr. THOMAS. I thlnk it possibly might increase, but to what extent I 
can not tell you. 

Mr. MALBY. I am not asking about the extent; I know perfectly well 
you do not know to what extent. · 

Something has been said-and I think I will close with this-about 
the directors of vou.r company desiring to sell certain beet-sugar stock. 
Is that a fact! • 

Mr. THOMAS. Yes; that is correct. 
Mr. M.U.BY. Are the members, likeivise, who want to sell the beet

sugar stock, also in favor of a loiver tariff on sugar 1 
Mr. THOMAS. Yes. 
l\fr. MALBY. They do not want to hold the beet-su.gar stock if tha 

tariff is to be lowered, in other words'! 
Mr. THOMAS. I thinlc that is thei r position. (Pages 2013, 2014, 

2015.) . 

CLAUS SPRECKELS, PRESIDENT FEDER.A.I:. SUGAR REFINING CO. 
Mr. Hrnns. Mr. Spreckels, you testified this morning as to how far in 

the South and the West you were able to market cane sugar. 
Mr. SPRECKELS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. HINDS. Can you tell me how far in the East the beet-sugar people 

are able to market their sugar? · 
Mr. SPRECKELS. There is the dividing line on the Missouri River. 

They sometimes come a.s far as Pittsburgh. I think the American Beet 
Sugar Co. has come once as far as New York City. 

Mr. HINDS. Have they not come into New England, Mr. Spreckels? 
Mr. SPnECKELS. They have come into the State of New York. 
Mr. HINDS. Have they not also come into New England some? 
Mr. SPRECKELS. I think so. 
Mr. Hums. One member of the firm of A.rbuckles testified that they 

had come into New England. 
Mr. SPRECKLES. Yes, sir. 

th:r~in!i~NDS. Are tltev slzc1.0ing a t endency to come farther east all 

Mr. SPRECKELS. Tlley are. 
~: ~~~~K1r,~~ j/%-s~e the competition severer, if it is competitionf 

Mr. Hums. Con tinuall11 Y 
Mr. SPR!i:CKELS. Yes, sir. They have frequetitly come as far as Pitt-s

burgh. (Page 2269.) 
REFINERS BEFORE THE HAI?DWICK COllMlTTEE-Ii'REE TR~DE OR LOW 

DUTIES AS .A. "REMEDY" FOR BEET-SUGAR COMPETITION. 
The Sugar Tric,.st officials and allied refiners ad-vacated free 

sugar before the H arawick sugar investigating cornrnittee and 
ad'vocated it as a m,eans of cripvling or destroying their domestic 
beet-sur1ar competitor. 

Oovious extracts (not mere garbled quotations) of the testi
mony of these gentlemen before that committee are herewith 
given. The list coniprises: 

Edwin F. Atkins, vice president and acting president of the American 
Sugar Refining Co. ; Charles R. Helke, former secretary American Sugar 
Refining Co. ; James H. Post, president National Sugar Refining Co. of 
New Jersey; William A. Jamison, manage1· of Arbuckle Bros.; William 
G. Gilmore, general manager .Arbuckle Bros. ; Claus Spreckels, president 
Federal Sugar Refining Co. 

Particular attention is directed to the statements of Mr. Post, 
Mr. Jamison, and Mr. Gilmore, although it would be a mere 
juggler of words who would pretend that the hostile meaning 
of either Mr. Atkins, of the Sugar Trust, or of Mr. Spreckels, 
the " angel " of the Hardwick committee, is any less clear and 
manifest. 

References are to pages· of the Hardwick hearings. 
EDWIN F. ATKINS, VICE PRESIDENT AND ACTING PRESIDENT AMERICAN 

SUGAR REFINING CO. 
Mr. HI~DS. If we should 1·educe in this country the tariff on sugm·, 

if ice should 1vipe it 01it, you say it would almost destroy the cane-sugar 
indtLstrv in this country and the beet-s1tgar industry? 

Mt-. ATKINS. Why, I think it would, because $1.34 a hundred is a 
great part -Of the price, you know. 

Mr. Hums. And I suppose a reduction of the duty would tend pro
portionately to check the industry? 

Mr. ATKINS. I think that a moderate reduction could be made with
out any serious injury. 

Mr. HINDS. But if it went beyond a moderate reduction it •teiou ld 
check the industryt 

Mr. ATKINS. It would. 
Mt·. HINDS. If our best beet-s1tgar and ca11e-s11gar indt1sky was 

checked, w here woulcl we look for the sugar to rnake up the differencer 
Mr. A.T'KINS. Russia is inc1·easing at the rate of about a million tons 

a year. There are rafts and rafts of sugm·s all over the wo1·ld. I 
thinl;; the worid's production i-s 11,000,000 tons. 

Mr. H1xos. Where should you say we would get it? Would Cuba be 
able to furni::;h part of it? 

l\Ir. ATKINS. Cuba would increase somewhat. Java, probably, would 
be the country to make up the deficiency. 

Mr. HINDS. What would they send to us-what kind of sugar? 
Mr. ATKINS. They send sugar that tests about 96, the same as the 

Cuban sugars. 
Mr. HINDS. That would be raw sugar? 
Mr. ATKINS. Raw sugar. 
Mr. HINDS. How would that get to the American people'? That 

would come to New York to be refined, or to New Orleans, would it? 
Mr. ATKINS. 1.'o all of the Atlantic ports and Gulf ports; yes. 
Mr. HINDS. And there it would be refi.ned? 
Mr. ATKINS. Yes. Every -year, now, we import Javan sugars late ln 

the seasen, after the Cuban sugars give out. · 
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Mr. HINDS. That is, there would be a considerable increase of the 

cane sugar to take the J>lace of the beet sugar that would go out under 
a lowering of the tariff? 

Mr. ATKINS. If you wiped out the domestic production. 
Mr. Hrnos. Yes; or if you checked it? 
Mr. ATKINS. Yes; if you seriously checked it. 
Mr. HINDS. Yes. 
Mr. ATKINS. But a moderate reduction would not check it. 
Mr. Hrnos. So that a serious check to that industry by lowering the 

tarift'. would tend to increase greatly the business of the refining com
panies? 

Mr. ATKINS. It would increase the business of the refining companies. 
Mr. HINDS. So that a reduction of the tariff passing beyond a mod

er·ate amount would tend to the prosperity of the refiners and to the 
detriment · of the beet-sugar people? 

Mr. ATKrNS. Take the independent refiners, outside of our concern 
at nu; that represent more than half the supply of the United States. 
They say, and I think they say truly, that it is for the refiners' interest 
to have a lo10 rnte of duty rather than a high rate of duty, and reduce 
the basis of value upon which they can sell. The lower the price of 
the refined sugar the greater is the consumption. I think their position 
is well taken. (Pages 173-174.) · · 

CIIARLES R. HEIKE, FORMER SECRETARY AMEllICAN SUGAR REFINING CO. 
Mr. Fo1eDNEY. Now, if the dttty •were removed absolutely on sugar 

could we produce either cane or beets in this cotmtryt 
Mr. HEIKE. I doubt it very m1tch. 
Mr. FORDNEY. Then, tl!at wottld destroy the industry absolutely ii) 

this c01mtry ! 
Mr. HEIKE. Yes. 
Mr. FORDNEY. And you would appro-ce of thatr 
Mr. HEIKE. Yes. 
Mr. FonDNEY. As a refiner and an importer of raw sugars, you would 

approve of that? 
Mr. HEIKE. As a private citizen ; yes. 
Mr. FORDNEY. But as a manufacturer? 
Mr. HEIKE. Yes; but I would take 20 years to do it in. Louisiana, for 

instance, would have to grow cotton and stop growing sugar cane (p. 
292). -

JAM ES H. POST, PRES1DE..:.~T NATIONAL SUGAll REFINING CO. OF NEW JERSEY. 
Mr. SULZER. Do yoii consider the beet-sugar industry a competitive 

lnclustryr 
Mr. PosT. It certainly is; ves, sir. 
Mr. SuLzEn. The beet-sugar prices and the cane-sugar prices are about 

the same? 
Mr. PosT. About 10 cents a hundred difference only. That is a con

dition that has arisen from custom for a great many years. 
Mr. SULZER. It is so small that it does not amount to anything to 

the consumer? 
Mr. Posr. No; but it amounts to a good deal to the manufacturer. 
Mr. SULZER. I am especially interested in the consumer. 
Mr. POST. Yes; but he is not worrying about the price he pays for 

sugar. 
Mr. SULZER. The consumer is not? 
Mr. PosT. No; be is not. 
Mr. SULZER. Why do you say that? 
Mr. PosT. Because the price bas been so terrifically low for years as 

compared with the cost of producing it. 
Mr. Sur.zEn. Do you mean to say that the consumers of this country 

are satisfied with the prices they are paying to-day tor sugar? 
Mr. POST. They seem to be. 
Mr. SULZER. You have not heard any complaints? 
Mr. POST. Not where I come from; no. 
Mr. SULZER. You have beard no complaints at all? 
Mr. POST. No. 
Mr. SULZER. If you were a Member of Congress you would hear com

plaints. I think. 
Mt·. POST. If Congress did not need the revenue from sugar. That is 

a different proposition. But they have to have it from something, and 
sugar seems to be the thing that bas paid a part of it fo1· a great many 
years. As far as I personally am concerned, I would like to see free 
sttgar. As we look at the country at large, however, I think it would 
be a very unfair proposition. 

Mr. SULZER. But you do say that free sugar would give the people o! 
the country sugar at least a cent a pound cheaper? 

Mr. Pos·1·. Oh, :res; that is, 80 cents to each person throughout the 
country every year (p. 527). 

Mr. Post, it may be noted, gave the qualification to his testi
money which enables members of the Hardwick Committee and 
others to deny that the Sugar '.rrust officials or its allies advo
cated free sugar. Mr. Post said: "As far as I am personally 
concerned I would like to see free sugar." Seizing upon the use 
of the word "personally" Members pretend that Mr. Post does 
not speak with authority. How anxious they are to escape the 
appearance of acting in this matter in a way pleasing to the 
Sugar Trust. Of course nobody will be so obtuse as to contend 
that if Mr. Post and his refining interests were not anxious for 
free sugar he would "personally" suggest anything that could 
be distorted into free .sugar. 

WILLIAM A. JAMISON, ME!IIBER OB' ARBUCKLE BROS. 
Mr. RAKER. You people are not affected in any way by the sugar-beet 

industry in the West, are you? Leave out Michigan to start with. I 
mean out in Utah, Colorado, and California. 

Mr. JA11.usoN. We are only aft'.ected so far as they come East to in
terfere with the distribution of sugar in the fall and spring. They 
come p1·etty well east. 

Mr. RAKEn. Are you in any wise affected by the cane-sugar people in 
Louisiana and Texas, so far as prices are concerned? 

M1·. JAMISON. We are a competitor with New Orleans. 
Mr. RAKER. To what territory? 
Mr. JAMISON. Chicago is the principal point. 
Mr. RAKER. The Louisiana cane sugar goes to Chicago? 
Mr. JAMISON. Yes; at times. 
Mr. RAKER. There is not mucb, though, is there? 

Mr. JAMISON. I- think the rate is the same to both points. Cin
cinnati--
Yo~1i"? RAKER. Michigan sugar, you say, competes with yours in New 

Mr. JAMISON. Yes; the Michigan sugar bas been down to New York 
State and all through there. It has interfered with us very largely in 
sales in Ohio and Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RAKER. And West Virginia? 
Mr. JAMISON. Yes. 
Mr. RAKEn. How would it affect you if there was no t<Ur: on the im-

portation of sugar__,,-aw sugarr 
Mr. JAYISON. I think it would enable us to nm more constantly. 
Mr. RAKER. What do you mean by that, nowt 
Mr. JAMISON. To keep up the capacity. 
Mr. RAKER. wm vou explain itf 
Mr. JAMISON. I mean ive would be able to sezi more sugar. 
Mr. RAKER. Do yozt not have a supply all the time? 
Mr. JAMISON. Well, we are not able to t"'Uti fuli at all times. 
Mr. RAKER. Because of the way t·aw sugar is shipped into the United 

States? 
Mr. JAMISON. Oh, no; on account of the beet p1·oduct. If there was 

no cluty, I do not th-inl& the beet would be so prosper01tS and we woukl 
probabhJ sell more s11gar. If the duty toas 1·emoved, I mean to say. 

Mr. RAKER. Suppose the duty icas taken off. Where would the bcet
sugar man lmicl 1 

Mr. JAMISON. Some of them, I suppose, ioould still be able to compete. 
Others would have to-
•Mr. RAKER. Have you investigated that subject so as to be able to 

inform the committee on it from a fairly close analysis of the matted 
Mr. JAMISON. No; I hardly think I could give you much information 

on that subject. 
Mr. RAKER. You are not prepared to give us any? 
Mr. JAMISON. No. 
Mr. RAKER. You do not know whether that is simply a clear bonus 

or not, and whether or not they could get along just as well without 
it as with it, do you? 

Afr. JAMISON. I do not think they could. 
Mr. RAK.En. You do not think they could? 
Mr . .JA1111soN. No, sir. 
Mr. RAKEn. Have you anything on which you could base that state

ment? I am seeking information. Of course, several men have said 
so, but when you get right down to asking them to explain it, they say, 
"You can not do it, because you can not." That may be a good ex
planation, but it never appeals to me very strongly. 

Mr. JAMISON. I do not think I could give any information that would 
be authentic or that would help the committee in any way. 

Mr. ltrn:ER. Then we shall have to leave it at that. Do you know 
anybody that could? 

Mr. JAMISON. I guess a good many beet-sugar men would be able to 
give you all the inside information you want. 

Mr. RAKER. But that comes from an interested source, you know. I 
wanted some one who had made a study of the sugar business but was 
not interested in that particular line. 

Mr. JAMISON. Well, we certainly believe that they do need the pr~
tection that they have to-day. 

Afr. RAKER. Well, from your investigation and analysis of the sub
ject, from a clean-cut business point of view, considering not only the 
manufacturer, but the consumer-and I think both of them ought to be 
treated fairly-with that idea in view, what would you think ·would be 
a fair compensation? · 

Mr. JAMISON. I think there should be a cent a pound taken off at the 
present time at least; and later-

Mr. RAKER. A little more? 
Mr. JAMISON. Yes; until it is entirely removed. 
Mr. RAKER. Can the sugar-beet men come back and say that you make 

this statement because you are not interested in the beet-sugar industry, 
and therefore are prejudiced against them? ' 

Mr. JAMISON. I do not think that would be the correct way of 
putting it. 

Mr. RAKER. I put it strongly in that way, so as to give you a chance 
to explain it. That is the reason I do that. 

Mr. JAMISON. An industry that does not f}romi~e to be able to take 
care of itself, as I have gathe1·ed from them they would not be, ioitli 
free Sttgar is not worthy of saddii1tg on the American people to the ez
tent of the enormous amount they have to pay in the way of duties. 

Mr. RAKER. You mean, then, that the American consumer · is paying 
entirely too much for giving a few men an opportunity to be engaged in 
one small business? 

Mr. JAMISON. That is exactly it. 
Mr. RAKER. Do I use that word offensively In any way. 
Mr. JAMISON. No. 
Mr. RAKER. Is it small compared to the amount of sugar produced 

and used? 
Mr. JAMISON. About 450,000 tons, approximately, I guess. (Pages 

1195-1197.) 
It may be said for Mr. Jamison that he did not speak "per

sonally" or as an" individual." He simply advocated free trade 
as a means of killing off beet sugar and permitting tbe poor, 
harassed, cane-sugar refining trust a clear field, and the ulti
mate enlargement of its ability to plunder the consumer. Surely, 
in the case of the Sugar Trust one may ask, Can any good 
thing come out of Nazareth? 

WILLIAM G. GILMORE, GENER.AL MANAGER ARBUCKLE BROS. 
Mr. MADISON. I ·was .,;e1·y much interested in your exp1·ession awhile 

ago that the beet-suga.r people got into the Nc;io England trade at one 
time, and while the gentleman minimized it, you seemed to feel that 
they caused some damage. When was that, and what was the ex.tent 
of the injury? 

Mr. GILMORE. The actual injury ivas not a.~ great, perhaps, as the -
fright. It was an unheard-of condition, and we thought an untoward 
condition. If they had margin enough to land and absorb the differ
ential in freight and bring it from the source of its p1·oduction Into New 
England, we thought that was a very fat margin that would stand that. 

l\Ir. l\1ADISON. -what effect did it have on prices? 
Mr. GILMORE. It did not have any effect, except that It displaced 

that much eastern sugar. 
Mr. MA.DISON. Suppose, as a matter of fact, they get to a point 

where, instead of producing about 600,000 tons of sugar a year, they 
actually prodttce a niillion and a half tans of sugar, ivhat effect woul<l 
that havet 
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Mr. GILMORlli, It ivottld. shut down m'Ost of the e<isterm; nJ{in.er·ielf fot· 
a part of the season. 

Mi·- MADISON. You would have to, quit the business r 
Mr. GILMOl?E. Yes. 
Mr. ~fADISON. Theru, UH a ·m.attei.· of f'aet,. d<J. you rega,Td' them as a 

very serious element of eompetitioR ln. this. country? 
Mr. GILl\IORE. As they are now protected;?' 
Mr. MADISON. As they are now protected... 
Mr. GrL!u:OnE. Yes. 
Mr. !l.L\.nrso~. Suppose we just went to work and took the duty oft'., 

then what would occur? 
Mr. GILl\IORlD. There. would be cb.'E!a:per sugar. 
Mr. ~lADISON. What would be the· efl:ect as. to yOll people--ben.eftclal 

or otherwise? 
Mr. GILMORE. It would be beneficial insomuch' that we would have 

only about lml1i the money invested in the jo.b. 
Mr. !l.Lunsox. It woala be ben·eficia:I inasmuch as it wattld destroy 

the beet-sugar peovie-t 
U1:. GrL11roRFJ It toould keep them at- home. 
Mr. MADISON. Keep them in a limited locality? 
Mr. GIBMORl!l. Yes. . . 
Mr MAD-ISO!\'. And leave the field to you people that is naturally 

yours. as you feel? 
Mr. GrL1rnoRE. Our natural field; yes. 
Mr. MADISON In other words, you feer that all east of the Mississippi 

R1ve1-, where they can not ve-ry well produce sugar beets, is the natural 
field of the cane-sugar refiner, while the plains and Moun.tain Sta-tes1 
where cpnditions rure favorable to the p!l'o'duetion of beet sugar, is Urn 
natural field for the beet-sugar people? 

Mr. Gr.LMORE. Yes;. l th-ink so. 
Mr. MADISON. And you think they ought to stay there? 
Mr. GILMORE. I do not object to their coming on as they are able. to 

do on a commercial basis, but when they come with hothouse protedion 
and invade my territory, I do not like- it. . 

Mu. MADrso .. That is tbe- thing tlla:t eauses you a feeling of :resent
ment against them? 

l\ir. GILllIORE. Of course I wo1tld feel' that way about it; yes. 
Mr. MA.DISON . In othe1· woPds, you tliinlr, the thing to do is to take of] 

the dutv, and that it 1oould be to your advantage to take it of! as a 
rejl1Wr of cane. sug<Wf 

Mr. GILMORE. Yesf sir. 
Mr. MAD1S&N. An.a you would. advoeITTe the taking. off of the dutyf 
Mr. GILMORE- 1 would pet1sonaily. I a11i only speaking now per· 

sonully. 
Mr. MADISON~ Oh, certafnly. 
Mr. GILMORE- I am twt inrr:ollring atiy other of mu aS"sociates fa 

'busfne81l. ./ 
Mr. l\iA.DISON. Oertai'tily; I understand that. Yau ai:e ansioering as. 

one student of the proposition. 
Mr. GILMORE. As an indi"vidtHd; 1Je3,,. sir. 
Mr. MADISON. That would leave these people in their territory and 

would leave you east. of the Mississipp-i River in: possession of the field 'i 
Mr. GILMORE. Yes. (Pages 1168-1169.) 
lUr. Gtlnrore, general man::tge1" of· the Arbu:ckle's refineries, 

one of the clo~est allies of the Sugar Trust, it will be observed, 
also poke " personally " and: a:s an .. individual ' in favor of 
fi•ee sugar. from which fact, as in. the case of !\Ir. Post and 
others, the Hnrilwirk committee and others !ll'e :;iblc to. say the 
t:rro~ it'l not in fftv-or of free sugar: 

cr,.AUS SPRECKELS, PRESIDENT FEDERAL SUGAR REFINING co., YON
KJilRS, N. Y. 

MI'. HINDS. Now~ Mr .. Spreckels, it was testified in Washington. that 
the movement fo.u lowering the tariff on sugar, the movement which 
is going on now and in which yoUJ are interested, that your eompany 
had expended $12,000, for lite.i,-ature, etc. 

Mr. SPRECKELS. Possibly. I do not know what the amount is, 
da1•e say we ll-ave. 

l\ir. HINDS. I am not criticizing that expenditure. If you have a 
belief in a certain policy as benefieial to a eertain industry, it is per
fectly legitimate for yo-6 to· propagate th.at idea and the arguments 
wbleh sustain. it. What I want to. get at is this: Whether or not you.r 
willingness to take trouble and expense in this matter-what the object 
of that is? Wh:Y do you go to so great an expense· to ac-complish it? 

Mr. SPRECKELS • .Bee:ause- it has an advantage in many, ways. 
Mr. HINDS. To the cane-refining business? 
Mr. SPRECKELS. And ultimately to the eo.nsmner. Now, if I may 

answer the question--
Mr. HINDS. Yes. 
M1'. SPRECXELS. It gives a larger maitket not alone for ourselves, but 

for the beet industry and everybody else. 
l\1r. HINDS, Now, what I want to- get at is, I think w.e a.re all inter

ested that the consumer should get sugar as cheaply as possllile, con
sistent with such demands as· the Government may have for revenue. 
What we want: to get at is in what method he is going to get sugar 
the cheapest in the long rllll.. 

Mr. SPBECKELS- Well, my answer to that is, remo'Ve the: ta1"'tff abso
lutely. 

Mr. HINDS'. Yes; but what I want to get at iS' this: Whether in do
ing that you are having in mind a judicious eonsideTation of the inter
ests of the con-sumer in the long run or whether, possibly, yon may not 
be a little swerved, as we all are, by this. imminence of the danger to th~ 
cane-su "'ar industry? 

Mr. SPRECKELB. Cane suga.r down in Louisiana? 
1111'. HINDS. Danger to cane-sugar refining in your J!efinery and other 

similar refineries, whether or not you may feel that c:me-sugnr refining 
ln tbe United States is menaced as it is in Europe or has been in 
Europe. It is nearly obsolete there n.ow. . 

Mr. SPRECKELS. In other words, you want to find out the motive that 
inspires me? 

J\Ir. HINDS. I think, perhaps, that would be a p.roper subject of 
i~quiry. 

1'11r. SPTIECKELS.. Very well; I will tell you. The larger and the mo.re 
we can refine, the cheaper the cost per tmit. We have Iess capital in~ 
vested. We have capital, practically half of it, tied up in tariffs. The 
interei;!-t Olll that money is worth something, and. all that will be elimi
nated, and we can produce double the quantity with the same capital 
then that we can now. 

Mr. HINDS. Wen, that is a legitimate business interest. 
Mr. SP"nECKELS. And ultimately. the consumer gets the. benefit of it. 
Mr. HINDS. Now. what I would like to get at, M'r. Spreckels, ls 

whether the Sugar Trust sympathizes with you in this matter-whether 
they are with you in this view and idea. 

Mr. SPRECKEL.S. Ii do not thlnlt tlley a.re. I do- 'not know 
Mr. HINDS. Have you had any cmnsultation with: a.ny of tllem-?1 

Mr. SPRECKELS. I have talked .in a ~enernl way, but I do not think 
they and I agree; l have talked witn Mr. Atkins abou-t it.. Re is 
the only man I have talked with .. 

Mr. HINDS. Well, MI'. Atkins is favor:ilile tu. a; recfoctlon of the d'a.ty 
on sugar? 

Mr. SPR.ECKELS .. I do not thin.It qulte in the- same- way I am. 
Mi:. limns. rn otheI? words, perhaI>s yot1. would talce it an off, would 

yow 11~. ancC 11.a-ve freff tradef 
l\Ir. RPRECKELS. I would have free trade. 
Mr. £Tr)<"'D ·. Yon would ha'l-'e free trade in· sugar, 
Jlllr. PRECKELS. AbsoZ1l-tel17. (Pages 2270-2278.) 

SPRECKELS, THR ANGEL. 

l\lr'. Spreekels: may be conside-red1 the: "'angel'" of the- Hardwick 
committee, the chairm:.m of whfeh. piloted the Ways and Means 
Committee of the Homm· through1 the tangled labyrinth of sugmr 
ta:rifll reduction into the clear footing of free trade. Mr. 
Spreckels it was that financed th€· propaganda for free trade 
that ultimately · brought in many yellow petitions signed by 
John De JesUB GaJegos and others. 

While the sugar-refining business in the United Stutes has 
been nearly as crooked as the moonshine whisky industry, Mr. 
SpreckeJs has remained pure and undetHed, and now appears in 
the guise of the one altogether unselfish and philanthropic sugatt 
refiner, who is deeply concerned, not so much fol'. his own profit 
as for the pocketbook of the consumer. It will be noted, how
ever, that free trade will only be an "ultimate" advantage to 
the consnmer. Says l\Ir. Spreckels, "And ultimately to the con
sumer. Why "ultimately"? Wby will n-0t free trade be an 
immediate advantage to the consume1·? ls it possible· Mr. 
S{)reekels, the one p1ll'e,. clean. unselfish, phila:nthropic· cane-
sugar refiner, proposes to recover all his expense money before 
slicing the melon with the consumer? According to Mr. Spreck
els, the poor "ultimate consumer'" will "ullimateiy" denve
an ad:'mn:tage fl:rom free sugar. Obviously Mr. Spreckels does 
not contemplate anything rash in the way of knocking the bot
top:i out of the sugar market, else. the. ultimate consumer. being 
always at the bottom himself, would get ill on the grotm.d fl.o:o:r
and begin absorbing benefits even before the phi1anthropic l\ir. 
Spreckel& and bis fellow refineFs. 

Obviously, also, M ·r. Spreckels, in saying that Tte did not thin!; 
the S1.tga1· Trnst sym,p.athizerf, with him in his f1·ee-s'l.lgar ideas, 
was in ignorance of the same 'Views, alreaay expressed to the 
Hardwick com,mittee by Mr. Jarnison, of the Arbuclcles; Mr. 
Gilmore, of the Arbuckles; Mr. Heike, of the Anierican; Mr. 
Post, of the National, as well a.s Mr. Atkins, of the A1ne1·ican
all Sugar Trust offf,eials anct its. allies, and al~ of them.1 for free 
sugar. 

BEET STJG.Alt NOT TRUST.IZED-

Fifth. The alleged saving of $107,000·,000 per annum will not 
be passed on to the consumers. One-hal'f of this sum must be 
taken out of their pockets in some· form of taxation to rep.lace 
the lost sugar revenues and so much of the other half wil1 be 
absorbed by the cane-sugar refiners, no Tonger hampered by 
beet-sugar rompetition and by the middlemen, that the minor 
portion n€t to the consumer· may be fully 0ffset and more by 
the loss of the domestic beet-sugar· supply, to say nothing of 
the· loss of that indHstry, which. is yet only in its infaney in this 
country. 

Sixth. The Hard'wiek committee reported., and r q:uo.te the 
report~ 

That the evidence us taken does not disclose combinations· between 
manufacturers in the beet-sugar . industry that have caused ov !lad a 
tend'eney to eause a decrease m the cost of sugar beets-

Which means that the farmer is getting paid for his beets ;· 
and the alleged showing of the committee that the beet-sugar 
industry is trustized consists of· the following mathematical 
legerdemain, to wit : The Sugar Trust owns 41 per cent of the 
stock of those beet-sugaT companies that produce 54! per cent of 
an the beet sugar in the United States. 

The Sugai~ Trust, therefore, controls only about 20 per cent 
ot the t0tal beet-sugar output in the· United Slates, and it is: not 
trustized even under Mr. Hryan~s trust plank in the Democratic 
national platform in 1008, which provides that a corporation 
shall-
take out a FederaF Ilcense be-fore It shaU be· permitted to control as 
much as: 25 per eent of the product-

Ami shall. be prohibiteu from controlling more than 50 p'er 
cent of the total amount of' the· product eonsumed. 

But may I inquire, even though the Suga11 Trust had a. mo
nopolizing control of the American sugar market, i-s your Femedy 
the desti~uction of the trust, or the destruction of the domestic 
sugar industry? 

And where is your justification, n;nd where is. the benefit of 
striking down the wboliy independent beet-sugar companies 
producing one-half of the domestic l'>eet sugar, whieh companies. 
in the language of the Hardwick report. " are real competitors 
of the American Sugar Refining Co." ? 
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HARDWICK REPORT ANALYSIS-CONCLUSIO • DISPROVED. 

The pending bill, being the aftermath of t4e 'Hardwick report, 
I want to give some attention to a report which has played such 
an important part in this tariff legislation. 

It is claimed in the Hardwick report that-
The influence of combination upon the price of refined sugar must be 

found in the margin between the price of raw sugar and that of refined 
sugar. 

At this point in my remarks I shall insert an analysis of the 
figures set out on pages 16 and 17 of the Hardwick report in 
support of the statement I ha\e just quoted, which analysis will 
clearly show that the figures quoted in the report instead of 
proving the contention of the report absolutely disprove it. I 
lay stress upon this analysis because this section of the Hard
wick report has been incorporated bodily in the majority report 
of the Ways and l\feans Committee, appearing on pages 7 and 8 
of that report, and the statement and figures of the Ha..rdwick 
report is strongly relied upon in the Ways and Means report in 
support of free sugar. 

But in . passing let me direct your careful attention to a few 
of the figures which dispro\e-the proposition said in the Hard
wick report and in the Ways and l\1eans report to be pro\en by 
them. 

The Hardwick report, on page 16,_ says: 
In the four years preceding the formatien of that organization-the 

Sugar '£rust-severe competition among the refiners had reduced .it
the margin between raw and refined sugar-to an average of 79.6 cents 
per hundred. In 1885 it was 71.2 cents, and in 1886 it was 78.1 cents 
per hundred pounds. In 1887, prior to the formation of the trust, 76.8 
cents. 

Now, mind you, this was in the years preceding the formation 
or organization of any refiners' trust or combine, and was in 
the language of the report itself, in the era of " severe com
petition among the refiners." 

Yet, turning now to page 17, and to the year 1909, when trust 
control had become supreme, e-ren including u sufficient con
trol of the leading beet-sugar companies to support the com
mittee's proposition that this industry is trustized, we find that 
in that year of grace the margin between raw and refined sugar 
was only 75.8 cents, that in 1910 it was 74.8 cents, and that in 
1911 it was only 89.2 cents, an average of 80.9 cents, as against 
75.4 for the antetrust period. 

In other words, an analysis of these figures shows that in 
the era before the Sugar Trust was organized and during 'a 
time of severe competition among refiners, and in the present 
era, when the industry is so trustized that it can only be cured 
by free trade, the marginal difference of prices between raw 
and re.fined sugar was absolutely the same. 

But let us look ei;en closer at these figu,r~s. In 1886 it was 
"18.1 cents per hundred pounds wz.-d in 1910 it was "18.4 cents per 
hundred pounds. Further analysis of these figures is unneces
sary. You can take the three years preceding the first forma
tion of a sugar combine and you can take the three years pre
ced.ing the present year of 1912 and you will find, so fur as the 
contention of the committees based on these figures is con
cerned, an absolutely fatal lack of material difference. I shall, 
however, for the sake of simplifying the study of them in 
the RECORD, set down each of tllese three-year periods in par
allel columns: 
188fi _____________________ 11.2 I 1no9 _____________________ 75.8 
188G ______________________ 78.1 1010-------------~------ 78.4 
1887 _____________________ 76.8 1911---~----------------- 89.2 

-·~- -~-Aver age ________________ 75.4 Average ________________ 80.D 

Or a microscopic and wholly negligible dJ.fference of 5! cents 
per hundred pounds. 

Nor are the committee's explanations or lack of explanations 
as to variations that actually did occur altogether satisfactory. 
For instance, tlle drop in the marginal differences between raw 
and refined sugar for the years 1898, 1899, and 1900 are at
tributed to a sugar war between Arbuckles and the Sugar Trust, 
but no explanation is given for an almost equally marked falling 
in marginal differences in lSM and 18!)5, following the absorp
tion of tlle Philadelphia independents by the Sugar 'l'rust. 

Not· is any reference made to any of the extraneous causes 
whicll may have affected the sugar market, such as war, big 
crops, short crops, and so forth. 

The Hardwick report also says, and it is quoted in the ""\Vays 
and l\f_eans report: 

It ts worthy of note In connection with the figures for the years 1904 
to 1909, inclusive, during which the refiners' margin ranged lower, with 
the exception of the year 190:5, than the years immediately preceding 
them, that the American (the trust) was subjected to the active and 
progressive competition of independents. 

Now, then, may I inquire if the "active and progressive com
petition of independents" held the margin in 1909 down to 75.8 
cents per hundred, what held it down in 1910 to 78.4 cents? 

And what held it down in 1911 to 89.2 cents? The report saith 
not. 

But these are not the only rngards in which this featttrc of 
this report falls short. Why tlle con:imittee sww fit to begin at 
the year 1885 I do not know, but I do lcnou; that the marginal 
differences between raw and refined sugar for a period of years 
prior to that year were greater than any that hci-i;e occurred 
since that year, the differences being: 

Cents per 
hundred. 1879 ______________________________________________________ 1.88 

1880 ______________________________________________________ 1.n2 
1881 ______________________________________________________ 2.08 

1882 ___ ~------------------------------------------------- 2.06 1883 _____________________________________ . _________________ ·1. 86 
1884 ______________________________________________________ 1.46 

I know there is a Sugar Trust. I know there is a Sugar 
Trust which has robbed the Government_ and the people of the 
United States, and which dictates prices both to the producers 
and tlle consumers of sugar, and that- it has been aided in its 
career of oppression and extortion both by excessirn tariffs :.ind 
by tricks and jokers in the law. But when a committee under
takes legislation vitally affecting the national revenues and a 
great national industry and bases its action upon statistics, then 
I say it ought to quote all the figures and properly analyze them. 

The following are the years and marginal differences given 
in the Hardwick report, arranged in tabular form and followetl 
by the reason given in the report for such variation : 

1885 
1888 
1887 
1888 
1889 
1890 
1891 
1892 
1893 
1894 
1895 
1896 
1897 
1898 
189-J 
1900 
1901 
1902 
1900 
1904 
1905 
1908 
1907 
1908 
1909 
1910 
1911 

Variation of margin in raw and refined. sugar. 

0. 71! No trust. 
.78 Do. 
~ 761 Do. . 

1. 25 Refiners trust organize.i. 
1. rot 
• 72 Spreckels's competition .. 
~821 

Re3s::m. 

1. 53t Philadelphia. independents bought up~ 
1.15! Jk Wht~ dr»p? 

~94i 
~ 73 .A.rbuckle3' competitio:i: 
~50 Do. 
~ 751 War letting up. 

l. ~ • Peace with Ar buckles: . 9ll Beet sugar competition: 
~91 Do. 
~ 7 Competition o! independents; 
.97} Do. 

················}omitted. 
···········:sst" Competition of independents; 

~ 751 D". 
• 781 
-~ 

EFFORTS OF THD SUGAJ? TRUST TO DESTROY A.ND COXTROL BE.ET SUGAR. 

I am well aware of the fact that the majority wish and intend 
this bill to be considered by the great mass of the people in this 
country as an attack in their behalf upon the Sugar Trust. I 
am aware of the further fact that this view is ta.ken of this bill 
by some of my own constituents, and I have read in the public 
press of my own State the bald assertion that the Sugar Trust 
was the sole beneficiary of the tariff. So that opposition to this 
bill may put one in the false attitude of opposing legislation 
aimed at the Sugar Trust. 

I have already incorporated in my remarks the testimony of 
Sugar Trust officials and refiners before the Hardwick commit
tee in favor of free trade in sugar, and the testimony of the 
refiners showing that they all regard beet sugar as a strong, 
dangerous, and growing competitor. 

I have already referred to and proYen the fact that the peti
tion propaganda for free sugar was instigated, curried on, and 
paid for by cane-sugar refiners. 

And I shall insert here the summarized findings by the Hard
wick committee of the repeated efforts of the Sugar Trust to 
destroy its beet-sugar competitor. I am at a loss to under
stand how any member of that committee can vote for free 
sugar. He must do it knowing that he is playing into the hands 
of the Sugar Trust. 

BEET-SUGAR orEnA.TIOXS OF THE SUGAR TRUST. 

[Copied verbatim from Hardwick report.] 
(9) The trade war waged in September, 1901, by the American Co. 

and its allies upon the beet-sugar companies in order to obtain control 
of them and destroy competition. 

(10) The appointment, in December, 1901, by the directors of the 
American Co. of a committee of four, consisting of Messrs. Hav~meyer, 
Thomas, Palmer, and Donner, for the express purpose of acquiring a 
large interest and influence in the beet-sugar interests of the United 
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States, the beet-sugar factories having by that time become serious com-
petitors of the cane-sugar refiners. / (11) The purchase by the American Sugar Refining Co., in December, 
1902, or $7,500,000 of the capital stock of the American Beet Sugar Co. 
This has since been sold. 

(12) The contract of December, 1902, between the American Sugar 
Refining Co. and the American Beet Sugar Co. by which the latter com
pany constituted the former its fact-or or agent f.or the disposal of its 
product, agreeing to "avoid tbe markets of the Refining Co." This 
agreement has not been in force since 1905. 

(13) The agreement in August, 1894, between the Western Beet Sugar 
Co. and the Western Sugar Refining Co. (American) by which the beet
sugar company agreed to cease to manufacture and sell refined sugar 
tnd to manufactuI·e raw sugar only, which the refining company agreed 
to buy. . 

(14) The purchase in 1897 by the American Sugar Refining Co. of 
one-half of the capital stock of the Spreckels Sugar (beet) Co. of Cali
fornia. 

(15) The purchase of large blocks of stock from 1902 to 1906 by the 
American Sugar Refining Co. in the Michigan Sugar Co .. 

(16) The acquisition tty the American Sugar Refining Co., between 
1902 and 1906, of large interests in the Great Western Sugar Co., a 
corporation under the laws of New Jersey, which is influenced by the 
American Co., throu'ih its stock ownership therein. 

(17) The acquisition by the American Sugar Refining Co., in 1901, 
1902, and 1903, of one-half interest in "The Utah-Idaho Sugar Co." 

(18) The purchase by the American Sugar Refining Co., in 1902, of 
one-half of the capital stock of the Amalgamated Sugar Co. 

(19) The acquisition, in 1903, by the American Sugar Refining Co. of 
a large interest in the I;ewiston (Utah) Sugar Co., a projected com
petitor. 

(20) The pm-chase, In F ebruary, 1903, by the American Co. of a 
large interest in Its competitor, the Alameda (Cal.) Sugar Co. 

{21) An unlawful agreement of February lD. 1903, between the Ala
meda Sugar Co. and the American Sugar Refining Co. by which the 
former company constituted the latter company its factor or agent for 
the disposal of its product, agreeing to " avoid the markets of the refin· 

in1n~0e~d~f.'~eems to us that from its organization, on January 10, 
1891 until 1907, at least, almost every step in the industrial develop
ment' of the American Sugar Refining Co. was a well-considered part of 
a carefully planned campaign to secure and maintain a monopoly in 
interstate trade in sugar, to obtain complete control thereof, and to 
f01"estall, destroy, or weaken competition therein.. Since 1907 new influ
ences have controlled the company, and the testunony does not show a 
continuation of the policy in investin~ in competing concerns, but does 
show that some of the properties previously acquired have been sold. 

HOW THE FREE-SUGAR BILL AFFECTED SUGAR-TRUST STOCKS. 

But I want now to direct special attention to facts which ex
pose the uttRr fallacy of any pretense that this legislation is 
aimed at the Sugar Trust or is regarded by the Sugar Trust or 
the investing public with any apprehension whatever. 

It has been said in explanation of the secrecy in which this 
bill was evolved, that it was desired to avoid disturbanc·e on the 
stock exchange, and that this was the reason this proposed 
legislation was not made public until 5 o'cldck p. m., the hour 
of the convening of the caucus. One would thi:hk that as a re
sult of this terrific and unprecedented attack upon the Sugar 
Trust they would be throwing Sugar Trust stocks into New 
York Harbor. But what are the facts? 

The facts are these-and I quote from the reports of the New 
York Stock Exchange in the Washington daily papers-the facts 
are these: 

That when the New York Stock Exchange closed on Friday, 
March 1, 1912, which was before the hour this trust-busting 
piece of legislation was thundered into the ear of a startled 
world, the stock of the American Sugar Refining Co. closed at 
118!; and that on the following day, to wit, Saturday, March 
2, 1912, after this wreck of matter and crash of worlds, the 
stock of the American Sugai· Refining Co. opened on the New 
York Stock Exchange at 118*, an advance of one point. This 
stock closed on March 9, one week after the publication of this 
bill at 118,_, and on March 12 it reached 119i. 

On March 14, 1912, the day before the passage of the free
sugar bill in the House of Representatives and while the bill 
was under debate and when it was known to a certainty that it 
would pass by an oYerwhelming majority, the stock of the 
American Sugar Refining Co. reached 123! on the New York 
Stock Exchange, which was the highest point reached by that 
stock during the years 1911 and 1912. 

The highest point reached by th~ stock of the American Sugar 
Refining Co. during the year 1911 was 122~ per share. 

The highest point reached by the stock of the American Sugar 
Refining Co. during the year 1912 and prior to Sunday, March 
10, 1912, was 120i. 

By March 14 it bad jumped to 123!, as stated. 
Between the time, therefore, of the closing of the New Yorl~ 

Stock Exchange on Mar·ch 1, 1912, an hour before the publica
tion of the free-sugar bill, and March 14, 1912, the day before 
its passage, the stock of the American S'ugar Refining Oo. ad.
vancea froni, 118! to 128}, an increase of $5 1 per share. 

So this proposed legislation is busting the Sugar Trust like 
the Supreme Court busted the OiJ and Tobacco Trusts, by in
creasing the market value of their stocks. 

1 NOTE: During the last week of March, 1912, this stock reached 
129~, an increase of $11 per share. 

Some severe things Will be said about this proposed legisla
tion, but nothing so crushing and unanswerable as the stock 
quotations of the concern at which this legislation is supposed 
to be aimed. And it is no e:xaggeration to say tbat if the pend
ing bill simply provided for the remornl of the Dutch standard 
and nothing else, it would give vastly greater concern to the 
Sugar Trust than the proposition to wipe out not only the 
Dutch standard and all other tests, but the tariff as well. 
SUME ADDITIONAL BEASONS ASSIGNED IN FAVOR OF FRE.El SUGAR A.ND 

ANSWERS 'l'HE1UlTO-THE LARGEl PROFIT IN SUGAR BEETS. 

The alleged large profits in the raising of sugar beets is one 
of the reasons advanced why sugar can go upon the free list 
without destroying or badly crippling the domestic beet-sugar 
industry. I have already referred to the specific finding of the 
Hardwick committee that-

The evidence a.s ta.ken does not disclose combinations between manu
facturers in the beet.sugar industry that have caused or had a tendency 
to cause a decrease in the cost of sugar beets. 

I have commented upon this finding as indicating that the 
farmer gets a fair price for his sug::tr beets. This was the testi
mony before the committee of Mr. John H. Riley, of Fowler, 
Colo., Mr. John W. Edgar, of Rocky Ford, Colo., and other beet
sugar raisers in Colorado, who stated that they had no interest 
whatever in any beet-sugar company. It is true that the fact 
that farmers, according to the testimony of these witnesses, re
ceive a fair price for their beets is largely due to organized or 
independent effol'ts among the farmers themselves, who by rea
son of the rich and varied crop possibilities of their land may 
profitably raise other than sugar-beet crops, and who, therefore, 
are able to negotiate for a fair price for their sugar beets and 
enforce the same. 

Now, these gentlemen testified, and so did other witnesses 
in the same line, that after paying out $35 and $40 per acre in 
the production of sugar beets they received $75 or $80 for the 
product, leaving a net profit of $35 or $40 per acre, and there 
is some testimony in the hea1ings showing that sugar-beet 
farmets have realized more than $50 per acre for their output. 

But what Members do not understand is the Yery limited 
tracts or areas owned by the beet-sugar farmers · and upon 
which this plant is produced. They do not understand that one 
man probably could not cultivate and entirely care for more 
than 5 or 6 acres of sugar beets in a sea.son, which, even at $50 
per acre, would yield him very little for his year's work. They 
do not understand that sugar beets must be produced by hard 
scientific work and with the aid of floating labo1., going from 
field to field, and that after two or three or four such crops 
there must be a rotation of crops. To one who knows there is 
much that is very deceptive in this seeming large profit in sugar 
beets; there is much hazard in the raising of them ; and, taking 
the proposition by and large, many deductions must be made to 
arrive at the true profits of the business. 

BEET SUGAR AS AN" EXOTIC." 

In the same speech in which the foregoing argument is 
found will also be found the paradoxical statement that beet 
sugar is an exotic in this country; that it does not belong here; 
that it is not indigenous; that it is a hothouse proposition, 
fostered by high tariffs at too great an expense to the American 
people. The cane lands of the Tropics-of Java and the West 
Indies and Hawaii and the Ph.llip-pines-will be described as 
the natural sugar-producing regions of the earth. Let nature 
have its own is the substance of this plea. 

Yet on page f9 of"the Hardwick Report appears the following: 
In the/ear 1910 the world's production of sugar was almost 17,000,000 

tons. O this amount almost one-half ( 49.5 per cent) was cane and 
just a little over one-half { 50.5 per cent) was beet sugar. 

Europe alone produced 8,000,000 tons of beet sugar. Further
more, beet sugar is rapidly overtaking and forging ahead of cane 
sugar. Investigations and reports of the Department of Ag1·i
culture show that the United States pos esses more than 200 
times the beet-sugar land of Europe. In the face, therefore, of 
all the facts, and I have barely touched upon them, the argu
ment that beet sugar is an exotic falls to the ground. I believe 
the time will come when the United States will produce its own 
sugar, and that the time may come when it can produce it with
out the assistance of a ·bounty from the Government, but that 
time, in my judgment, has not yet come. 

And there is absolutely no reason in statesmanship or econ
omy why sugar should not bear some of the burdens of govern
ment, as it has done throughout the entire histo1·v of this 
Government, and as it does in every civili.ied govm·nrnent 011 

earth, especially when a moderate tax upon it will materially 
assist in sustaining a national industry, which is an item of 
great value in the national economy. 
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• DOMESTIC SUGAR CAN NOT WITHSTAND FREE TRADE. 

It has been well said that no man ever makes a tariff argu
ment without contradicting hims.elf, and it may be especially 
noted in the sugar tariff debates that Members blow hot and 
blow cold with the same breath. In. one moment a Member will 
exclaim that the farmers are making too much money out of 
sugar beets, and in the next moment he will exclaim that the 
sugar beet is an exotic, not suited to the conditions in this 
country. The Member will also make it equally clear in one 
and the same breath that the· large profits of the beet growers 
and beet manufacturers indicate that they can still profitably 
continue in business under free sugar, and that the cost of pro
duction here is so high that in the general interest the gates 
ought to be thrown down and the industry swept away in the 
flood ot free sugar. That it would be so swept away there can 
be little doubt. · 

The Hardwick report contains the followillg :figures on the 
cost of beet-sugar production in the United States: 

Per 
hundred. 

Michigan Sugar Co------------------------------------- $3. 48 
Great Western Sugar Co. (Colorado)_________________________ 3. 43 
Billings SuJ>:ar Co------------------------------------- 3. 49 
Scottsbluff 1:;ugar CO------------------------------------ 3. 85 
Amalgamated ------------------------------------------- 3. 05 
Lewiston----------------------------------------------- 3.03 
Utah-Idaho----------------------------------------- 3. 53 
Alameda ------------------------------------------------- 4. 32 
Spreckels-------------------------------------------- 2. 70 
:Menominee --------------------------------------------- 4. 39 
Continental-------------------------------------------- 4. 08 Iowa ____________________________ .:.___________________ 5. 14 

Carver County------------------------------------------- 3. 75 
An average cost of $3.54 per hundred. 
The report then proceeds to state that-

. Some territory, best adapted to the cultivation of sugar cane, pro
duces raw cane sugar at a cost of about H cents per pound. 

And gives the following :figures as the cost of producing raw 
sugar in the countries named: Java, 1! cents per pound; Philip
pine Islands, 84 per cent raw cane sugar, three-fourths of a cent 
per pound; Cuba, 2 cents per pound. 'To these :figures must be 
added the cost of refining, which is about one-half cent per 
pound. 

With this cost added, therefore, Java can produce refined 
sugar at 2 cents per pound and Cuba for 2! cents per pound 
and the Philippine Islands for 2! cents per pound. There can 
be little doubt that Cuba and the Philippine Islands can pro
duce refined sugar for less than these figures. 

Mr. William L. Bass, a sugar planter of SantQ Domingo, testi
fied before the Hardwick committee, with reference to his raw 
sugar, as follows : 

I deli'ler it for 2 cents to the United States. (P. 3931.) 
The Hardwick hearings also show that the cost of producing 

re.fined beet suga1· in Germany averages about $2.40 per hun
dred, and the ocean freight rate upon this sugar from Hamburg 
to New York City is only about 12 cents per hundred. From all 
of the foregoing it is plain that the refined beet sugars· of 
Europe and the refined cane sugars of the Tropics can be laid 
down in New York at $2.50 per hundred. 

'.rhe problem therefore confronting us is a simple one. It 18 
this: CAN THE BEET-SUGAR PRODUCEBS OF THE UNITED STATES 
COMPETE WITH $2.50 PER HUNDRED REFINED SUGAR? 

On an a--rerage it will require 8 tons of 12i per cent beets. or 
6i tons of 15 per cent beets-and I use these two grades only by 
way of illustration-to produce a ton of sugar, costing the sugar 
company in either case between $40 and $45 per ton of sugar 
ccmtent. I believe there are exact figures showing that the per 
ton cost of beet-sugar content to the manufacturer is at the very 
bottom $2.20 per hundred, or $44 per short ton of 2,000 ponnd.3. 
This 1eaves a margin of 30 cents per hundred between what th~ 
sugar in the beet costs the manufacturer, say in Colorado, and 
the price for which imported refined cane or beet sugar can be 
laid down in New York. Out of this 30 cents the manufacturer 
must make n profit on the million-dollar investment ordinarily 
represented by a sugar plant. He must meet depreciation, im
provement, and repairs, and all labor and operating expenses. 
He must also pay freight rates to his markets. What is the 
freight rate on sugar from Colorado manufacturing points to 
Kansas City, to St. Louis, to Chicago? Will less than 50 cents 
per hundred meet this charge? 

It does not entirely meet the situation to say that Hamburg 
sugar could be laid down in New York for 12 cents per hun
dred. If Hamburg sugar can be laid down in New York for 
12 cents per hundred, it can be laid down in Chicago for 12 
cents per hundred. Under foreign steamship and American 
railroad freight traffic and rate arrangements there would be 
nu such thing as an American railroad freight rate on the im
ported sugar. I mean substantially speaking. I mean that the 

railroad freight rate would be a wholly negligible quantity. It 
is n well-known fact that wool can be shipped fi·om Australia 
to England and from England back to Chicago cheaper than it 
can be shipped from Denver to Chicago. Any freight-rate ex
pert could fill pages of such instances. Let no mistake be made 
upon this proposition. The freight rate would afford verY. 
little protection and that of the most uncertain and unreliable 
character. It is a well-known fact in freight traffic that the 
local freight and its local rate bear the major burden. If the 
cost of sugar production at Hamburg and Denver were the 
same, Denver sugar could never get to Chi<:ago. It could 
never get to St Lows. It is doubtful if it could ever get to 
Kansns City. Under such equality of conditions in the cost of 
production there would be only a local market for the domestic 
product, and it would not and could not be pl'.Qduced under 
such conditions. It would simply be another case of the big 
outside interests killing off the little local concern. The cane
sugar refiners made this so clear to the Hardwick committee 
that he who runs may read. 

The only tena b!e ground that can be taken ana sustained in 
behalf of free sugar; the only ground that is taken by its ad>o
cates in priTate and also as publicly as they dare, is that -the 
preservation of the domestic industry is not worth the price; 
therefore let it perish. It is foolish and assinine to deny this. 
It is flying in the face of all the :figures, and in the face of all 
the contentions of the advocates of this measure, that with 
free sugar the market price will instantly drop 1i to 2 cents per 
pound. If it does it will close every sugar factory in the 
United States. 

DOUBTFUL BENEFITS. 

Even under the Wilson bill raw sugar carried a duty of 40 
per cent ad valorem, which, with the price of raw sugar 2 cents 
per pound on the New York market, would be a duty of 80 
cents per hundred, plus a differential duty of on.e-eighth of a cent 
per pound, or 12! cents per hundred on re.fined sugar. There 
is no precedent in this country to which to appeal in behalf of 
this legislation. The only issue presented by this legislation is 
whether, in the belief that we will get domestic sugar a cent 
and a halt per pound cheaper, we will destroy the domestic 
supply and throw ourselves wholly upon foreign production and 
place ourselves under the mercy of the International Sugar 
Syndicate, which :fixes the world's sugar prices and determines 
not only to what counb.·ies shall sugar be exported but in what 
quantities. 

And it is not unlikely that we will repeat the experiment on 
coffee. It will be remembered that at one time the United 
States derived a considerable revenue from the tariff taxation 
of coffee, and as the result of an agitation for the "poor man's 
breakfast table" coffee was placed on the free list. Imme
d.ia tely Brazil laid a heavy export duty on coffee, and from that 
day to this, we have paid the revenue in the shape of the in
creased price caused by Brazil's export tax, and Brazil has col
lected the re-venue. There are export duties od Russian sugar. 
There may be export duties placed upon other sugars. It is 
not likely that other countries will overlook the opportunity to 
get their bit out of the great free-trade market of which they 
are to be made a present in the United States. So that between 
export dnties, the International Sugar Syndicate, the American 
refiners, wholesalers, and other middle men, we will eventually 
find ourRelves paying nearly as murh for sugar as we do now. 
But meanwhile the domestic industry will ha:ve been stricken 
down :md mnst go through another slow and painful process 
of rehabilitation. 

Members have asked, what do you fear, if the International 
Syndicate and foreign countries and the refiners and wholesalers 
and retailers and other things are going to absorb all of tllis 
proposed reduction. so that the price of sugar wiil remain the 
same; what huve you to fear in such an emergency? A nice 
catch question, but nothing in it. The damage will be done. 
The cane-sugar refiners will have stricken down their domestic 
foe, knowing full well that.it can not be rehabilitated in many 
years. Taken all in all, there is more than a possibility, there 
is a strong probability that free sugar will not be worth the 
price. These free things seldom are. In the last Congress we 
threw hides on the free list. We threw away three millions of 
annual revenues and the price of leather and all manufactures 
of leather immediately went up and have remained up ever 
sface. Twenty years ago the coffee that is now selling in the 
grocery stores of this country for 30 cents per pound could be 
bought for 10 cents per pound. 

REFINERS ENTI(LED TO NO CO~SIDERATION. 

The Ways and Means Committee says the refining interest is 
the most important factor connected with sugar manufacturing 
in the United States, and requires primary consideration, iGhereas 
it is of no importance and requires no consideration. 
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What is the cane-sugar refiner? What does he make? What 
does he produce? What does he contribute to the national 
wealth? Why, he is nothing more than a sort of middle man. 
He merely puts the raw sugar through a finishing process, which 
could be as well given it by the maker of the raw sugar, 
if it were not for · the Dutch standard. What difference 
does it make to the people of the United States whether the 
sugar refineries are on the East River in New York or in 
Habana? It simply makes the difference of a few large plants 
ancl their employees. For the· Committee on 'Vays and Means 
to assign to this handful of sugar refiners and their handful of 
refining plants the place of first importance and entitled to 
primary consideration in the American sugar question, evinces 
a fundamental lack of knowledge on the subject, which is about 
on a p::tr with its scheme of crushing the Smelter Trust by 
taking zinc ore, carrying a duty of $20 per ton, and throwing it 
on the free list. The Smelter Trust will be thankful for small 
fa>ors. It may be pleaded, howe>er, in extenuation of the action 
of the committee with reference to zinc, that this product is a 
necessary of 1ife, and that the poor man is entitled to his daily 
zinc unburdened by tariff taxation. Zinc is a very large item in 
the poor man's cost of li-ving. Therefore let it be free. The 
poor man, it is true, may not be aware of the great burden of 
zinc taxation he is staggering under; he may not know what a 
large part of the crushing load of the high cost of living is due 
to the existing duty on zinc ore; but he shall have his zinc free, 
whether or no. 

HIGH SUGAR AT HOllIE. 

The business practice of sugar manufacturers in shipping 
their product long distances and there selling it cheaper than 
at the point of production is a much-used argument against do
mestic sugar concerns since the pending bill came up. In the 
estimation of many such a condition is an all-sufficient reason 
for free sugar. · 

I remember when I was a boy, living in a small Missouri 
town, hearing my father complain that the flour ground iu the 
near-by mill could be bought cheaper in St. Louis than at home. 
I have heard this complaint against home industries ever since. 
I have heard it said that the apples and peaches grown upon 
the great western slope of the Rocky Mountains in Colorado 
could be bought in Denver and elsewhere cheaper than in th~ 
orchard towns. I have heard it complained that the fruits ot 
California could be bought cheapest in New York; thnt the 
watches of Elgin, Ill., can be bought cheapest in Europe; that 
the John Deere plow can be bought cheapest in South Africa; 
that the products of the Steel Trust can be bought cheaper any 
place in the world than in the United States. There seems to be 
some universal law of trade productive of these results. I do 
not 'know what it is. I simply know it is .not the tariff, because 
if it was the tariff, then I should exp2ct it to be confined only 
to protected industries and only to subjects of import taxes and 
only to things coming into the United States from some other 
country, whereas I find it in all things everywhere and whether 
taxed or untaxed. 

THE RE'JIIEDY? 

Are the beet-sugar manufactvrers making undue profits? Per
haps they are. The advocates of this bill have produced figures 
to prove that they are. 

Are the beet-sugar growers getting too much for their beets? 
Perhaps they are. The advocates of thjs bill have prouuced 
figures to prove that they are. 

Do the sugar makers chnrge the home folks more for sugar 
than they charge outsiders? Perhaps they_ do. And, so far as 
I am informed, I believe they do. 

Is the price of sugar too high? I belie>e it is, although this 
is due not to one cause but to many causes. Like the high cost 
of living generally, it is made up of a multitude of things, 
whether these things are under high tariff, low tariff, or no 
tariff, and whether produced in this country or other countries. 

All of the foregoing things being true, what are you going to 
do about it? Close the sugar factories? Is this the remedy? 
The patient having a numbe1· of bad symptoms, must he there
fore be killed? Do not take a good sHce off the tariff and off 
the refiners and off the beet growers and off the wholesalers 
and off the retailers, but just take it all off in one place. 

I haye studied this question a great deal. I ha>e sought 
information from every source. I have felt the force and jus: 
tice of the general demand for substantial reductions in tariff 
duties and that each industry and each section of the country 
must contribute to the common cause. And I stood ready to do 
my part and vote to cause the Stat~ I represent and its prod
ucts nnd industries to make their just contribution. And when 
I >oted for a reduction of 50 per cent in the duties on raw wool 
I cast a vote that met with the approval of my conscience, 

whether it met with the approval of the woolgrower ~r not, 
and enabled me with a clear conscience to vote for similar re
ductions in cotton manufactures, of which my State has none. 

But I did not know that when I returned to the regular ses
sion of Congress I would be called upon to make contributions 
as follows: Tungsten, 100 per cent; zinc ore, 100 per cent; zinc 
pig, 60 per cent; lead ore, 60 per cent; lead pig, 70 per cent; 
sugar, 100 per cent; and now, in all probability, wool, 100 per 
cent. 

I repeat, I did not know that I would be called upon to make 
such contributions as these in order that the majority in the 
House of Representatives would be able to show the country 
that it was making average red'l.wtions of 35 per cent all along 
the line. 

And I do not believe that when the record is finally made up 
I will be called upon, or that my State will be called upon, to 
make a.ny such contributions. The Yoice of the West is weak in 
the House of Representatives. Its numerical strength is small. 
But elsewhere, and by virtue of that constitutional equality of 
representation which was intended to guarantee each section of 
the Republic, and the interests of each section, equality of rep
resentation, the matters of which I complain will receive con
sideration which they have not received :ti.ere; and when this is 
done I shall confidently anticipate a result which will not 
strike down any industry or which will make any industry, by 
reason of its locality or by reason of the numerical weakness of 
its representatives, contribute more than its share to the gen
eral welfare in order that more widely distributed industries 
or industries more powerfully represented numerically may 
contribute less than their share. 

Mr. GUERNSEY. Mr. Chairman, during the discussion of 
the agricultural bill I tried to call attention to the fact that 
tariff legislation enacted by the majority party so far, as well 
as proposed legislation, was unfavorable to the agricultural in
terests of the country. The proposed bill, it seems to me, is 
against the agricultural interests of the country. It surrenders 
an important market for American products in Cuba. The 
Spanish-American War • brought us into closer relations with 
the Cuban people, and as a result a preferential treaty was 
negotiated which gave the products of the soil of the United 
States admission into Cuba at 20 per cent under the regular 
custom rates, and the chief product of Cuba, which is sugar, 
was admitted to this country at 20 per cent preferential rates as 
aga!,.nst the world. If this bill passes admitting sugar of the 
world free, there will no longer be a reason for the continuance 
of the preferential treaty between this country and Cuba, as 
the sugar rebate is the Cuban end of the treaty. Since that 
treaty went into effect our trade with ·Cuba has doubled. In 
1909 we sold there $48,000,000 worth of American products. 
During the calendar year of 1911 the sales amounted to $62,-
000,000. The cancellation of that treaty will not only affect the 
beet-sugar farmer, but it will affect the wheat fields of the 
West, the products of which go to Cuba in the shape of a million 
barrels of flour annually. Not only that, but the potato growers 
of the Northern States, from Maine to the Dakotas, sent in 1910 
to Cuba potatoes to the amount of more than a million bushels, 
and during the calendar year of 1911 they sent to Cuba potatoes 
to the amount of a million and a half bushels. That does not 
take into account shipload after shipload of Maine potatoes 
that went to Cuba and were sold in that market through the 
port of St. John, New Brunswick. It seems to me that we 
should not trifle with so important a market. 

If we pass tllis bill, in my judgment, the result will be that 
we will simply turn a sixty-two million dollar Cuban market 
over to Canada. Canada is already negotiating with the British 
West Indies for the purpose of secUl·ing the flour trade now 
controlled by the United States in those islands, amounting to 
millions and millions of dollars. By gi>ing Canada a prefer
ential rate of 24 per cent, her flour would go in there to the 
exclusion of ours. The New York Produce Exchange is r ais
ing its voice at the present time trying to engage the Govern
ment in activities to prevent the enactment of that treaty. If 
we pass legislation which results in the cancellation of the Cuban 
treaty, Canada, naturally, will at once seek to get control of 
a far better market in Cuba than the British West Indies would 
be to her. I do not believe that we can afford to throw away 
so good a market, which has been won through war and js 
practically the only commercial result of the Spanish-American 
War, in which we expended lives and treasure. 

The CHAIR1\1AN. The time of the gentleman from Maine 
has expired. 

MESS.A.GE FROM THE SEN.A.TE. 

The committee informally rose; and l\1r. BULKLEY having 
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the 
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Senate, by l\fr. Crockett, one of its clerks, announced that the 
Senate had passed the following resolutions: 

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with profound sorrow of the 
dea th of the Hon. WILLIAM PIERCE FRYE, late a Senator from the State 
of Maine. 

Resolv ed, That as a mark of respect to the memory of the deceased 
the business of the Senate be now suspended to enable his associates to 
pay proper tribute to his high character and distinguished public 
services. 

R esolved, Tbat the Secretary ~ommunicate a copy of these resolutions 
to the family of the deceased. 

R esolved, That as a further mark of respect to the memory of 
WILLIAM PIERCE FRYD the Senate do now adjourn. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the amendments of the House of Representatives to the joint 
resolution ( S. J. Res. 89) to amend joint resolution to prohibit 
the export of coa l or other material used in war from any 
seaport of the United States. 

THE SUGAR SC~ULE. 

The committee resumed its session. 
Mr. GOOD. Mr. Chairman, I offer· the following amendment, 

which I send to the desk and ask to have read: 
The Clerk read as follows : 
Strike out the words ,"shall be admitted free of duty," line 10, 

page 2, and insert in lieu thereof the following : " Ninety-five and one
half hundredths of one cent per pound." 

Mr. GOOD. Mr. Chairman, the amendment which I have 
offered and which I hope will prevail will reduce the p.resent 
duty on sugar one-half. I offer this amendment not because I 
believe the sugar industi;y is in need of protection, for I do not 
believe that it needs any protection, but I offer it because the 
Government is in need of revenue until some change is made in 
our revenue laws which will more safely permit the removal of 
all the duty on sugar. I believe we find ourselves in about the 
same condition, except with reference to revenue, which existed 

. in this country when the l\lcKinley act wa.s under consideration. 
The author of that measure, when that bill was before the 
House, made use of the following language: 

I would have preferred, Mr. Chairman, if the article of sugar could 
have been left in the tariff schedule upon the dutiable list. T ·s, how
ever, was not practicable in the presence of an almost universal senti
ment in favor of the removal of the entire duty upon this great article 
of universal family use. 

Public sentiment is and should be back of every statute. It 
should be the foundation of· every great reform. It our acts are 
to be truly representative of those whom we .represent, we 
should, in the determination of these questions, give heed to 
the public sentiment. When the McKinley bill was passed there 
was a universal demand for the removal of the duty on sugar. 
There is a universal demand now for the removal of this duty, 
if I read public sentiment aright, and I for one believe that this 
sentiment is founded upon a sound governmental policy. 

Four years after the passage of the McKinley bill, and at the 
time the House was considering the Wilson bill, the distin
guished gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE], who is an au
thority on all tariff questions, made use of this language: 

The so-called McKinley bill found this article (sugar) bearing a 
heavy duty. It was a revenue duty, because only one-tenth of our 
entire consumption was produced in this country and the other nine
tenths was produced abroad. The tariff became a direct tax upon the 
consumer and was paid by him. 

[Applause.] 
For more than 100 years we have been giving protection to 

this industry-first by ta.riff duties, then by bounties, and again 
by tariff duties-and yet to-day we p.roduce in continental 
United States only about 20 per cent of our entire consumption 
of sugar and import from our insular possessions and foreign 
countries about 80 per cent of our consumption. The present 
duty of $1.90 per hundred p.ounds on refined sugar I believe is 
as much of a tax on the consumer to-day, and he has to pay 
it just as truly as be had ,to pay it when we produced but 10 
per cent of what we consumed. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of that degree of protection that 
measures the difference in the cost of production at home and 
abroad, but I do not believe there is any material difference in 
the cost of producing sugar at home and abroad. It is a well
known fact that we receive every year from the Hawaiian 
Islands about $40,000,000 worth of sugar. This sugar is pro
duced in the cane fields of those islands by Chinese and Jap
anese laborers, who work at from $16 to $20 per month. These 
laborers board themselves and commence work at 4 o'clock in 
the morning and quit work at 4 o'clock in the afternoon, with 
only one-half hour for noon. I understand that practically the 
same conditions surround the production of sugar in Porto Rico 
and the Philippine Islands, and we all know that the .conditions 
of labor in the cane fields of Louisiana are but little better than 
slavery. 

The great policy of protection bas been maintained in the 
past and is maintained to-day on the broad principle of protect
ing American labor and maintaining an American wage scale; 
but here we are asked to vote protection to an industry that does 
not employ American labor, nor does it pay an American wage 
scale. That is protection run mad. So far as cane sugar is 
concerned, therefore, I am satisfied that the cost of production 
in this country does not exceed the cost of production abroad, 
and that, measured by the rule of the Chicago platform, the 
cane-sugar industry is not . entitled to any protection whatever. 

But the beet-sugar industry presents a more difficult problem. 
While the report of the Hardwick investigating committee con
tains the statement that it costs more to produce beet sugar in 
this country than it does abroad, that committee was not com
missioned to, and did not carefully consider, the question of 
the cost of producing beet sugar either at home or abroad. It 
made no such investiga,tion of the cost of Ute production of beet 
sugar as the Tariff Board made on the woolen and cotton 
schedules. While I have no desire to minimize the work of 
that committee, yet I submit there are not sufficient · facts in 
the report to warrant the statement which is contained therein 
with regard to the cost of producing beet sugar at home and 
abroad. This statement is Iar:gely made from the statements 
sent to the committee by the various beet-sugar companies of 
this country, the publication of which statements, for s0me 
unaccountable reason, has been suppressed. That this in>esti
gating committee did not go carefully into the question of the 
cost of production, but rather accepted these statements made 
by the various managers of beet-sngar factories~ who were 
interested in showing large production costs, is apparent from 
the following table : · 
Cost of producing -beet Bugar in 1S factories for 1!J10-11, as claimea 1>y 

such factories. r 

COST PER 100 POUNDS. 
~Ilchigan Sugar Co·----------------------~------------- $3.48 
Great Western Sugar Co------------------------ 3. 43 
Billings Sugar Co---------------------------------------- 3.49 
Scot~s Bluff Sugar Co----------------------------------- 3.85 

t~~~aJ~d Jug~-=~===========:::::::::=:::===--=--== ~: g~ 
Utah-Idaho §ugar CO----------------------------------- 3.53 

~~~t~1~}~~~~~~~~1~~1~f~~~~~ rn 
Certainly no important legislation should be predicated on 

such a basis as this. If we examine this showing, we :find that 
for the same year it cost the Spreckels Sugar Co. $2. 70 per 
100 pounds to manufacture beet sugar, while it cost the Iowa 
Sugar Co. $5.14 per 100 pounds to manufacture beet sugar. The 
Iowa Sugar Co. is a prosperous concern, ·making about $16,000 
during the year; and if it can make money on a ni:Qd.t.:«~46ft-----~ 
cost of $5.14 pe-r 100 pound~ obviously beet-sugttr factories lik~ 
the Spreckel& Sugar Co., with an annual ·capacity of 70,000,000 
pounds, .can net a fabulous return on a productive cost of $2.70 
per 100 poundsL The aqmitted diffe1·ence in the cost of p.ro-
duction of these two factories is $2.44 per 100 pounds, or $0.0244 
per pound. This multiplied by 68,4.52,800 pounds, the product 
of the Spreckels Sugar Co. for the year 1910-11, equals 
$1,670,980.32 in profits to the Spreckels Sugar Co., if its profits 
were limited to what it saved in the cost of making sugar, as 
compared with the cost of the Iowa ·sugar Co. If the Iowa 
Sugar Co. can make money on a production cost of $5.14 per 
100 pounds, obviously the Sprecke1s Co.'s pro.fits exceed 
$1,670,982.32 on a capital stock, the book value of which is shown 
to be but $2,450,077.48. 

Considering the beet-sugar industry, therefore, in the light 
of the evidence produced before the investigating committee, I 
am unable to see that the industry needs protection.. I do not 
believe that it does. 

But some one may say that the removal of the duty on sugar 
operates in the interest of the American Sugar Refining Co., the 
Sugar Trust. Is this true? In times past who appeared before 
the Ways and Means Committee demanding the retention of the 
duty on sugar? Was it not the beet-sugar manufacturers? The 
beet-sugar manufacturer has been loudest in his demand for 
the retention of the duty on sugar. But who owns the stock 
in the beet-sugar factories of the United States? Officials of the 
American Sugar Refining Co., commonly known as the Sugar 
Trust, appeared before the Hardwick investigating committee 
and admitted that they owned 41 per cent of the stock in 11 
of the principal beet-sugar companies of the United States. 
These 11 companies produce more than 50 per cent of the beet 
sugar made in this country. The fo1lowing information was 
furnished the committee by the Sugar Trust. 
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The ..4.merican Sugar Refining Co.'a interut in beet-sugar companies, May fS, 1911. 

Capital stock. 

Names of companies. Kind of stock. Par value 
of shares. Owned by 

Total issued. .American Total book 
value. 

Percent 
owned by 
.American 
Su~rRe
firung Co. 

Production 
campaign 

1910-11. 

Alameda Sugar Co ...................•••...•••. ~ .•.•. . Common ....•..•••.... 
Spreckels Sugar Co ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••....• do ..........•..... 
Utah I"'-"'o Sugar co {Preferred ...•......... 

·uau ··•••••··•·•••··•·•••·•••••••••·· C 

~~~~~~:a~i~~ ?.~:: :: : : : : : : : : : :: :: : : : : :: : :: : : : : : ~=~::::::::::::::: 
Great Western Sugar Co., including Billings Sugar 1· ... do .. ............. . 

Co., and Scottsbluff. Preferred ..••.......... 
Michigan Sugar Co................. . .................. ~~o~ ............. . 

~~i5~~~~~~~::::::~~::::::::::::::::: :c~f tL::_::··:· 

If, as suggested, the Sugar Trust is the party demanding the 
removal of the duty on sugar, we have this Yery anomalous 
situation. The Suga r Trust wants free sugar. The beet-sugar 
manufacturers want tlle tariff on sugar retained. The Sugar 
Trust owns 41 per cent of the capital stock of the beet-sugar 
factories, which produce over one-half of the entire beet-sugar 
production. The byprocrisy of such a claim is apparent on its 
face. It may be that the American people will continue to pay 
the tax on such a theory without protest, but I doubt it. Cer
tainly legislation as important as this should not be predicated 
upon such a hypothesis. 

Thnt the Sugar Trust is anxious to retain the duty of $1.90 
per hundred pounds on sugar is apparent when we remember · 
that it has scattered beet-sugar factories over 17 States, inter
ested local capital in them in order to give the investment local 
color, that it may make its demands through that capital to the 
Members of Congress in support of what seems to me to be an 
indefensible tax upon the American people. The tariff on sugar 
yields to the Government abou t $53,000,000 annually. The sugar 
consumed in the United States is largely imported, and as the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE] said in 1894: 

The tariff on sugar became a direct tax upon the consumer, and it 
was paid by him. 

But the $53,000,000 annually is not all that the consumer 
of sugar pays because of this tax:. This amount is collected 
on imported sugar only. The Sugar Trust and the beet-sugar 

•_,---....---~<.L'"~ ...... Lv-.··::~?l, instead of the Government, collects an additional 
amount, equa1 the tariff, on every pound of sugar which is 
produced in continental United States, the Hawaiian Islands, 
the Philippine Islands, and in Porto Rico. The total consump
tion of sugar in the United States for the year 1910 was about 
3,350,000 tons. 

We receh·ed sugar from our insular possessions upon which 
we did not pay duty, as follows: 

From Porto Rico, 569,039,881 pounds; from the Hawaiian 
Islands, 1,110,594,466 Jl()unds; from the Philippine Islands, 
175.869,739 pounds; or, 1,855,504,086 pounds of sugar from our 
insular possessions upon which no duty was collected. In ad
dition to this, we produced in continental United States of 
cane and beet sugar 1,775,338,000 pounds, on which no tariff 
duty was paid. Last year we consumed in the United 
States 7,360,126,811 pounds of sugar, on only 3,918,593,677 
pounds of which was a duty paid. We consume more than 
22 per cent of the world's production of sugar, or 80 pounds of 
sugar ~or every man, woman, and child in the United States. 

The heavy tax on these consumers of almost 2 cents per 
pound for all the sugar they consume is unreasonable. 

For 10 years the Sagar Trust has been able to purchase raw 
sugar from Cuba and the West Indies for less than $2.20 per 
100 pounds, and the average freight on the same to New 
York has not exceeded 15 cents per 100 pounds, making the 
average cost of raw sugar to the Sugar Trust for the last 10 
years of less than $2.35 per 100 pounds. During this same 
period the English refiners purchased raw sugar in the open 
market on board ship in English ports at $2.37 per 100 pounds. 
The English refiners refined sugar and, for a period of 10 
years, sold it at wholesale at an average of $2.75 per 100 
pounds. The Sugar Trust in the United States during the same 
period has maintained an average wholesale price of $4.84 per 
100 pounds. The_ net result is that the wholesalers in this 
country have been obliged to pay an average of $2.09 more per 

$25.00 
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t\74.5,825 
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9,449,090 
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2,551, 400 

006,430 
10,544,000 
13,630,000 
7,471, 107 
3, 703,500 

550,000 
C00,000 
825,00J 

1,Z00,000 

50,883,617 

Sugar Refining 
~ Co. 

$371,250 
2,500,000 

..... . ~~~~·-~~-} 
1,275,700 

225,000 
2, 735,500 } 
5, 159,200 
2,607,400 } 
2,043,800 

416,500 
483, 700 
300,000 
415,440 

23, 183,990 

Pounds. 
$203, 874. 93 +49 12, 482, 400 

50 cs, 4.52, 800 
{ +49 70, 005, 800 

······ ··50· ······25;soi;3~j 
+37 10, 619, 30) 

: } 191,810,81)'.) 

2, 450, 077. 48 

3,014,076.88 

705,433.50 
225,000.00 

4, 052, 287. 07 

~ } 123, 130, 991 
+75 7,486,33) 
+SO 5, Cl03, 69i3 

2, 428, 958. 21 

405,650,00 
459,515.00 
285,000.00 +36 6,135,5 
W5,44.0.00 -35 24, lCO, 176 

14, 735, 313. 07 -41 546, 049, 181 

100 pounds than was paid by the English wholesalers for 
refined sugar. During all that time we have maintained a 
tariff of $1.95 per 100 pounds on refined sugar, except for the 
year 1910, when the tariff was $1.90 per 100 pounds. 

In this connection the following table, compiled from the 
Statistical Abstract for 1910, completely demonstrates the 
proposition laid down by the gentleman from New York [Ur. 
PAYNE], that the duty on sugar is a direct tax on the consumer 
and is paid by him. 

Wholesale p1·ice of granulated sugar per 100 pounds in New Yorlc, 
Hamburg, and Great Britain. 

Year. 

1900 ................... 
1901 .................. 
1902 .................. 
1903 .•. ••··········•· 
1904 .................. 
1905 .. ··•············ 
1906. ··••·•········· · 
1907 ... ······•····· .. 
1908 ..••.. .•...... ... 
1909 ..•.............. 
1910 ........ ········· 

Export 
price at 
Ham
burg. 

~2.64 
2.29 
1. 79 
2.11 
2.55 
3.00 
3.31 
2. 40 
2.63 
2.78 
3.22 , 

Export 
price at 

Great 
Britain, 

tariff 
unpaid. 

$2.58 
2.17 
1. 46 
2. 24 
2.59 
2. 72 
2.32 
2.49 
2.69 
2.33 
2.4.9 

Differ- Differ-
ence in ence m 

Whole- wholesale wholesale Tari1I 
sale price price New price New in United 
atNew Yorkand York·and States 
York. 0XJ?Ort eXJ?ort per 100 

pnce pnce pounds. 
Ham- Great 
burg. Britain. 

$5.32 $2.68 $2. 74 $1.95 
5. 05 2. 76 2. 75 1. 95 
4 .. 45 2.66 2.49 1.95 
4.63 2.52 2.39 1.95 
4. 77 2.22 2.18 1. 95 
5.25 2.25 2.53 1. 95 
4.57 2.20 2.19 1. 95 
4.65 2.25 2.16 1. 95 
4. 95 2. 32 2.42 1.95 
4. 70 1.98 1.93 1.95 
4. 97 1. 75 2.03 1. 90 

It seems to me that an examination of this table can not fail 
to convince one that the tariff on sugar is a consumption tax:, 
and that the consumer pays it. For each year from 1900 to 
1910, inclusive, it is demonstrated that the difference in the 
price of sugar at Hamburg and New York and Great Britain 
and New York was the amount of our tariff plus freight 
charges, insurance, and other expenses. It is obvious, there
fore, that the increased cost to the consumers of sugar in the 
United States by reason of the protection that has been main
tained on sugar for the past 10 years amounts to at least the 
amount of the tariff. 

But it is said we are developing an industry in the United 
States. In 1902 we produced in continental United States 
1,007,862,181 pounds of sugar, but we consumed that year 
5,018,972,657 pounds of sugar. In 1910 we produced in conti
nental United States 1,775,338,000 pounds of sugar and con
sumed 7,360,126,811 pounds of sugar. In other words, during 
the last eight years we have increased our prpduction of sugar 
677,475,819 pounds, while our consumption of sugar during the 
same period has increased 2,341,154,154 pounds, or our con
sumption has increased four times as fast as has our produc
tion. Eighty years ago we produced 49 per cent of the sugar 
we consumed; 70 years ago we produced 48 per cent of our 
consumption; 60 years ago we produced 47 per cent of our con
sumption; and to-day, after a century of protection to the sugar 
industry, we are producing in continental United States only 
about 20 _per cent of our consumption. At this rate, how long 
will it take to establish the sugar industry! It ought to occur 
to us that it is too costly to maintain this industry by taxing 
tlle consumers C?f sugar. 
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In 1883 the Government was collecting in the neighborhood 
of $80,000,000 annually more revenue than it could expend, 
and, over the protest of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 
Congress made a reduction of 8 cents per pound ori tobac~o. 
The suggestion of the gentleman from Washington [Mr. WAR
DURTON] that if the Government faced a deficit by the removal 
of the duty on sugar the internal-revenue tax on tobacco be in
creased 8 cents per pound, is a good one. Such policy would 
more than secure the Treasury against a deficit by reason of 
the remoYal of this obnoxious tax. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE] is no more a 
protectionist now than he was in 1894. When the Wilson bill 
was before the House, he said: 

We took the duty off in 1890, and reduced the price of sugar, be
cause we produced but 10 per cent of the sugar we used and imported 
90 per cent, and I hope that fact will get to the understanding of my 
friend from Kansas [:Mr. Simpson.] 

A vote for the restoration of the duty on sugar is a vote of $5,000,000 
a year to the gentlemen who own the sugar plantations in the Hawaiian 
Islands; it is a . vote of $10,0001000 a year to those who own the sugar 
plantations in Louisiana and other places in the South and West; and 
therefore I am opposed to voting a tariff on sugar. 

But in all justice to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
PAYNE] I should say that he argued at that time for the reten
tion of a bounty on sugar. While I am opposed to a tariff on 
sugar, if that industry needs assistance it should be extended in 
the way of a bounty raised by a tax on incomes, or a revenue 
tax upon luxuries, and not by a tax upon the necessities' of life, 
which in the end must be paid by the man that toils. It is high 
time that we adopt a policy that will compel those who enjoy 
the luxuries of life to pay their just proportion of the cost of 
building and maintaining American industries. The tax to 
maintain such industries should be borne by the people accord
ing to their ability to pay it. The duty on sugar is a tax on 
hunger; if it is maintained it must, in a large measure, be 
paid by the man who can least afford to pay it-the man that 
toils. Let us remove this tax from a prime necessity and place 
it upon a luxury. 

I find myself in complete sympathy with the sentiments ex
pressed by the gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE) and the 
late Senator Allison, when the Wilson bill was before Congress. 
If the duty on sugar was indefensible then, it is indefensible 
now. I agree with the gentleman from New York [l\ir. PAYNE] 
when he said: 

I oppose the restoration of the duty upon sugar, because it is putting 
a tax on every man's breakfast of at least $1 a year for each person 
who sits down to that table. 

And I most heartily concur in what was said by the late 
Senator .Allison: 

If I had my way about it I would strike from this bill every vestige 
which provides for a duty on sugru-, * * * and if additional rev
enue was required, I would look around among the luxuries that are 
consumed by our people and find that revenue. 

Mr. LE1'"'ROOT. Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer an amend
ment. 

The CHAIRl\IAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin offerf? an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Strike out the words "shall be admitted free of duty," in line 10, 

page 2, and insert in lieu thereof the words "1 cent per pound." 

Mr. LENROOT. As I listened to the remarks a few moments 
ago of the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. MARTIN] I wondered 
if the distinguished Speaker of this House [lUr. CLARK) or the 
distinguished leader of the majority [Mr. UNDERWOOD] should 
be the nominee of the Democratic Party for President of the 
United States-I wondered if either of those gentlemen would 
visit the State of Colorado in the next campaign. [Applause 
on the Republican side.] 

Mr. Chairman, I have voted for a number of tariff bills since 
the Democratic Party has come into power in this House, bills 
proposed by the Democratic majority, but, l\Ir. Chairman, I 
have nev& voted for a tariff bill that in my judgment would 
strike down a single industry in the United States. [Applause 
on the Republican side.] And because, Mr. Chairman, it is 
shown by all of the information at hand that this bill now 
pending; if enacted into law, will strike down the beet-sugar 
industry in the United States, I can not support the bill. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I do believe, and the evidence does show, 
that we can and ought to reduce the duty upon sugar, and we 
can reduce it •ery substantially without any injury to either 
the cane-sugar industry or the beet-sugar industry. The report 
of the Democratic special committee, as has been shown to-day, 
states that the cost of producing beet sugar in Germany-the 
lowest cost, the report states, in the world-is $2.41! a hun
dred, while in this country it is $3.54 per hundred, a difference 
of $1.12! a hundred pounds. 

And \Vho is there on that side of the House who will say that 
that difference of $1.12! per hundred pounds will not wipe out 
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the industry? But, Mr. Chairman, a tariff rate of $1 per hun
dred pounds, such as is proposed in the amendment I have sent 
to the desk, will give relief to the consumers in this country 
and at the same time do no injury to either the beet-sugar men 
·or the cane-sugar men in this country. It will reduce their 
exorbitant _profits, but we ought to reduce them. 

Mr. Chairman, we have four sugar-beet factories in my 
State, Wisconsin, but I am not pleading that because we have 
four large factories in my State that we should stand pat on 
an unjust sugar duty. I believe in giving them a square deal; 
in giving them such a rate of duty as .will enable them to exist 
and make a fair profit, but not one penny more. And I know, 
.!\Ir. Chairman, that they are making an excessive profit now, 
because when their representative called upon me a few days 
ago he admitted that while he was sending sugar to New York 
based upon the New York price, the consm:pers of Wisconsin 
and the Middle West, Minnesota and Illinois, buying sugar 
from his factory, were compelled to pay the New York price 
plus the freight rate back to the State of Wisconsin. 

l\Ir. PAYNEl. Mr. Chairman, allusion has been m·ade to the 
fact that sugar was made free by the McKinley bill some 22 
years ago. I made the motion in that committee to put sugar on 
the free list, and I did make the remark just read. What were 
the facts? In 1890 we were producing of Louisiana eane sugar 
130,413 tons. We produced of beet sugar 2,203 tons only. We 
consumed about 1,500,000 tons. So that we produced in this 
country about 10 per cent of what we consumed. Everybody 
knows in sober, reflective moments, and even the other side 
would acknowledge, that where we put a duty upon an article 
and only 10 per cent of that article is produced here it would 
have ho appreciable effect on the price. I do not mean the duty; 
I mean the production. And I admitted fhen, as I admit now, 
that under those circumstances the duty was substantially added 
to the price. What is the difference? 

.Mr. WARBURTON. Mr. Chairman--
Mr. PAYNE. The "boss" only allows me five minutes, and 

I can not yield. But, Mr. Chairman, what is the condition 
now? Why, we produce in this country 1,711,000 tons of sugar, 
sugar that is free of duty, in this counfry, and produced here, in 
Porto Rico, and in the Hawaiian and Philippine Islands. 

We produce in this country, that pays no duty, nearly half of 
the sugar that we consume. Cuban sugar paid only 80 per cent 
of the full duty. Only 75,000 tons came from Europe and paid 
the full duty. Is there any gentleman here so simple-minded 
as to believe that that reduction has no influence on the price? 
If so, let him read the testimony before the Hardwick commit
tee, that when the beet-sugar crop came in it reduced the price 
of sugar, and when the Porto Rican crop came in it reduced the 
price of sugar, and when the crop came in from Cuba, with a 20 
per cent reduction of duty, it reduced the price of sugar in this 
country and reduced it below the price of foreign sugar and the 
duty added. It has been demonstrated by the Tariff Board that 
the duty does not add to the price where there is competition, 
and there are cases in that report where not half of the duty 
was added to the price. But we are not in the same position we 
were in 20 years ago, when the Republican Party removed this 
duty and still kept up ample protection by a 2-cent-per-pound 
bounty paid to the producer. The gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. WARB"GRTON) and the gentleman from Alabama [M:r. UN
DERWOOD] are quarreling over the paternity of this act. 

l\fr. WARBURTON. May I ask the gentleman a question? 
Mr. PAYNE. Why, Mr. Chairman, I remember only a short 

time ago the gentleman from Alabama was interrupted in debate 
here by a colleague [Mr. CLAYTON] and asked why he did not 
bring in a bill for free sugar, and he said: 

When we want to play fast and loose with the Treasury of the United 
States, we will bring in a bill for free sugar. 

It is currently reported that two weeks ago the gentleman 
from Alabama wanted a duty of a cent a pound on sugar, and he 
wanted an excise tax of a quarter of a cent a pound. He thinks he 
has discovered something now whereby he can get $20,000,000 on 
an income tax, provided he can get the Supreme Court of the 
United States to follow out the decision of those two gentlemen 
who went · out from the committee to decide that point, and so 
reverse themselves. Whether they got the information in the 
corridors of the House Office Building or not, or whe.::ever they 
got it, tJ:iey came back and reported that there was no doubt of 
its being constitutional, and hence they voted it in. [Applause 
and laughter on the Republican side.] 

The gentleman from Washington [Mr. W A.RBURTON] is entitled 
to credit if he desires it, but I want to put in my claim that 22 
years ago I m:>ved in committee to put sugar on the free list, 
at a time, Mr. Chairman, when we did not have the magnificent 
sugar industry in this country that we have to-day, and when 
the sugar refiners did not ask for free rugar and "°ere not the 
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only i_)eople in the United States that seemed really to want it. 
[Applause on the Republican side.] 

Mr. Chairman, it seems remarkable how our Democratic 
friends simply skim over the surface and give no thought or 
study to the very important questions connected with the tariff 
and the revenue. They seem to think that if it was justifiable 
in 1 90 'to put sugar on the free list, it is justifiable to-day. 
They take no thought whatever of the changed conditions that 
ha1e come about in the production and consumption of sugar 
in the last 22 years. In 1890 we had revenue laws that pro
duced $100,000,000 annually and more of surplus revenue. We 
had used it in purchasing all the outstanding bonds in sight 
that could be bought, at a high premium, and still the revenue 
was coming in. The committee looked about to cut out some 
revenue producer in our revenue laws that would offset the 
greater part of this $100,000,000 and bring our revenues down 
more nearly to the point of the demands that could legitimately 
come upon them. Here was sugar producing $48,000,000 annu
ally of reYenue, and by cutting that off, together with other 
re-venues cut out by the bill, we largely accomplished the object. 
But to-day, so well balanced was the tariff act of 1909, that the 
annual revenue is just about equal to the annual expenditure. 
No more evenly balanced revenue measure, in proportion to our 
annual expenditures, was ever devised. 

Our friends do not seem to realize that cutting off from 
$52,000,00{) to $60,000,000 annually by putting sugar on the free 
list will inevitably produce a deficit, or if they do, they have 
failed most painfully in substituting anything that will produce 
$60,000,000 of revenue to take the place of the sugar duty. 
They cut off the revenue sure enough, but they enact a lawsuit 
in the way of an income tax, when the United States Supreme 
Court has already uecided against it. In the expressive lan
guage of the chairman to his colleague [l\Ir. CLAYTON], they 
no longer hesitate to " play fast and loose" with the United 
States Treasury. They say that their measure is constitu
tional, notwithstanding the decision of the Supreme Court, and 
they say, with equal assurance and with no more foundation in 
fact, that their measure will produce $60,000,000 in revenue. 
They produce no calculation, no facts from which one can 
judge of the amount of revenue which such n.n act would pro
duce if constitutional and in good working order. They can 
not answer the statement made by the gentleman from Ohio 
[l\Ir. LoNGWORTH], which shows conclusively that the proposed 
act, working at its best, would not produce $20,000,000 annually. 

But they assert that putting sugar on the free list would save 
annually to the consumer here from 1! to 2 cents a pound. In 
the light of facts that assertion is utterly absurd. It is true 
that the removal of the duty in 1890 removed nearly 2 cents 
a pound on the wholesale price of sugar. It had some effect on 
the retail price, but the ultimate consumer got a disappointing 
amount of good out of it. But then we produced only 10 per 
cent of what we consumed; the other 90 per cent paid the full 
duty. Of course in that case the entire duty was added to the 
price. But it is well known to people who ha\e made any 
study of economic questions that wherever any J!Ubstantial part 
of the consumption of a duty-paid article is produced in the 
country duty free, the price goes down, often to the whole 
amount of the duty; but there is always a substantial reduc
tion. Since the report on wool, it takes a very brave and 
'brazen-faced man to deny this proposition. 

I will place in the RECORD the annual production of sugar 
from 1877 to 1911, showing the production in Hawaii, conti
nental United States, beet and cane stated separately, Porto 
Rico, Cuba, and the Phi1ippine Islands. This table shows the 
production in the United· States of beet and cane sugar in the 
year 1890, the date of the McKinley law, 132,616 long tons. 
The following table shows the sugar produced in United States 
and Cuba and consumed in United States: 

Production of Sugar, 1877 to 1911. 

Hawaii United Louisiana Porto Rico Cuba cane Philippines 
Year. States beet cane &ugar. sugar. cane sugar. cane sugar. sugar. cane sugar. 

Long tons. Long tons. Long tons. Metric tons. Long tons. Long tons. 
irn._ ... 111,417 100 8.5,122 57, 742 520,000 122, 786 
1878 ..... 17,156 100 65,671 77,'Zll 533,000 117,932 
1879_ •••• 21,884 200 106,910 69,489 670,000 134,805 
1880._ ... 28,386 1,200 76,654 52,492 530,000 180, 723 
1881 __ ... 41,870 500 121,867 56, 778 493,000 211,417 
1882 .. - ·- 50,972 500 71,373 80,066 595,000 152,230 
1883 ••••• 50,1)40 500 135,297 77,635 460,397 215,236 
1884 ••.•• 63,685 535 128,443 96,868 558,937 122,675 
1885 ..... 76,495 948 94.,376 88,960 631,000 202, 791 
1886 ..... 96,528 600 l'Zl,958 77,635 731, 723 185, 799 
1887 ••••• 94,983 800 80, 859 96,868 646,578 179, 149 
1888·-··· 105,307 2,055 157, 971 60,087 656, 719 185,308 
1889 .. - .. 108,170 1,861 144,877 63,403 560,333 218,926 
1890.- ••• 130,413 58,167 632,368 147,526 

Production of sugar, 1877 to 1911-Continued. 

Hawaii United Louisiana Porto Rico Cuba cane Philippines Year. States beet cane sugar. sugar. cane sugar. canesuga.r. sugar . • cane sugar. 

1891.. ·-· 
Lo1U} tons. Long tons. Long t.ons. Metric tons. Long tons. Long tons. 

122, 760 3,459 215,844 51,210 816,980 166,410 
1892. ··-· 119,034 5,356 160,937 41,866 976,960 246,941 
1893_ •••• 147,688 12,018 217,525 ...................... 815,894 261,518 
1894 ..... 136, 917 19, 950 265,836 48,423 1,054, 214 194, 320 
1895 ... _. 131,600 20,092 317,351 59,958 1, 004, 2()4 230,922 
1896 ..... 198,022 29,220 237, 720 55, 783 225,221 229,944 
1897 ..... 232,213 137,536 282,009 ---···-····· 212,051 202,092 
1897-98 •• 204,833 40, 399 310, 447 54,000 2 314,009 178,00() 
1898-99_. 252,506 32,471 245,511 53,825 345,261 76,000 
1899-1900 258,521 72,944 132,000 135,000 308,543 62, 785 
1900-1901 321,461 76,859 270,000 !80,000 635,856 55,400 
1901-2 ... 317,509 163, 126 310,000 85,000 850,131 L78, f>3 7 
1902-3 ... 391,062 195,463 300,000 8.5, 000 699 ,878 90,000 
1903-4 ·-- 328,103 208,13.'.> 215,000 130,000 1,040,228 84,000 
1904-5 • .• 380,576 209, 722 335,000 145,000 1, 163, ?5S 106,875 
1905-6 ... 383,225 283, 717 330,000 213,000 l,17S, 7-19 145,525 
1906-7 •.• 392,871 433,010 230,000 210.000 1,427.673 . 145,500 
1907-8 ·-- 465,288 440,200 340,000 200,000 961 , 958 135,374 
1908-9 ·-. 477,817 384,010 355,000 245,000 1,513,582 7150,000 
1909-10 ·- 462,613 450,595 335,000 30.~,000 1,804,349 120,000 
1910-11 •• 485,000 445,000 311,000 320,000 1,900,000 150,000 

1 JuJy 24, 1897, Dingley tariff bill passed, affording protection to home sugar 
industry. · 

2 1897-1910, long t-Olli!. 1898 Hawaii nnnexed. Free-trade relations permanently 
assured. 

• 3 May 1, 1900, Porto Rican sugar admitted to United States at 85 per cent reduc
tion of duty. 

'July 26, 1901, P~r_to ~ican sugar a~mitted to United States free or duty. 
5 JuJy 1, 1902, Phillppme sugar admitted to United States at 25 per cent reduction 

of duty. 
6 Dec. 'Zl, 1903, Cuban sugar admitted to United State3 at 20 per cent reduction 

of duty. · 
7 Aug. 5, 1909, Philippine sugar to extent of 300,000 tons annually admitted to 

United States free of duty. 
Statistics 1877-189?, except United States ~~t and Louisiana cane, from Summary 

of Com~~rce_and Fmance, JuJy, 190_2 , _Hawa.n, p._ ~;Porto Rico, p. 2737; Cuba, p. 
2651; Pb11Ippllles , pp. 2753-2754; statistics for LomSiana cane sugar and UnHed States 
beet sugar 1877-1897 from 1003 Statistical Abstract, p. 199; statistics for 1897-1909 
from Willett ~_Gray's Statistical _Sugar Trade Journal; 1910-11 estimated by Willet t 
& Gray. Loms1an'.l cane and Umted States beet sugar figur63 are "production"; all 
others are "exports.'' 

Last year, of the sugar consumed in the United States, there 
was produced as follows-the figures being in long tons, except 
Porto Rico, where it is metric tons-
HawaiL-------------------------------------------- 485, 000 
United States: ----

~~\!~~;:~:~~=:::::::;:::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::: tiA:~8 ppme Islands ________________________________________ 150, 000 

making a total of 1,711,000 tons of sugar that entered into con
sumption in the United States, duty free. There was also pro
duced in Cuba 1,900,000 tons that entered into consumption, pay
ing a duty equal to only 80 per cent of the duty on other sugars 
imported from abroad. The total of the sugars thus entering 
into consumption free of duty or with a reduction of 20 per 
cent lacked only 75,000 tons of supplying all the sugar con
sumed in the United States. It is evident that during the next 
year the natural growth and increase of production will give us 
all the sugar which we consume either free or paying 80 per cent 
of the duty under the present law. One-half the sugar entering 
into consumption will pay no duty and the other half will pay 
80 per cent of the present rates; or the a·rnrage on the entire 
crop will pay an amount equal to only 40 per cent of the duty 
provided against foreign sugar. This is equivalent to six
tenths of 1 cent per pound. 

Certainly with the laws remaining as they are to-day it is a 
good deal more likely that the duty collected will not exceed 
40 per cent of the duties prescribed on an sugars consumed in 
this country than it is to prove that the passage of this bill 
would be followed by a reduction of 2 cents a pound or of H 
cents a pound on sugar. All the authorities agree that free 
sugar, equaling more than one-half our consumption, has a 
marked effect in lowering prices here from year to year. . 

Who are asking for free sugar? The refiners of the country. 
Refiner Claus Spreckels, president of the Federal Sugar Refin
ing Co., said before the Hardwick committee: 

I would have free trade-absolutely, (p. 2277 and 2278 of the hear
ings). 

Charles R. Heike, secretary American Sugar Refining Co.: 
That (free trade) would destroy the industry absolutely in this coun

try, and I would approve of that (p. 292.) 

William G. Gilmore, of Arbuckle Bros., refiners: 
The thing to do is to take off the duty, and personally I would ad· 

vocate it (p. 1169). 

James H. Post, president National Sugar Refining Co.: 
1 Sept. 9, 1876

1 
Hawa.lian reciprocity, admitting Hawaiian sugar to the United If Congress did not need the revenue from sugar, I would like to see 

States lree of duty, subject to termination after 7 years by 1 year's notice. free sugar (p. 527). 

115,979 2,203 
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William A. J. Jamison, of Arbuckle Bros.: 
If there was no tax on the importation of sugar, we would be able to 

run more constantly and sell more sugar. I think a cent a pound 
should be taken off at present, and later a little more, until the duty 
is entirely removed (pp. · 1195, 1196). 

Edwin F. Atkins, vice president American Sugar Refining 
Co.: 

I think the independent refiners say truly that it is for the refiners' 
interest to have a low rate of duty rather than a high rate of duty, and 
reduce the basis of value upon which they can sell (p. 174). Beet 
sugars are taking away the trade of the refiners year by year (p. 48). 

The testimony before the Hardwick committee shows con
clusively that if sugar was made free neither Louisiana with 
her cane sugar nor the Western States with their beet sugar 
could continue in the business. The loss would be too great. 
There would be no duty to make up the difference in the costs 
of producing sugar here and abroad. If this result should fol
low there would be an actual shortage in the world's supply of 
sugar of _445,000 tons of beet sugar and the 311,000 tons of the 
Louisiana cane sugar, to say nothing of its effect upon th'C' 
485,000 tons of Hawaiian sugar and the 320,000 tons of Porto 
Rican sugar. The price of sugar would inevitably advanc~. 

Another potent lesson is to be gathered from the experience 
of the past year. An alarm was sounded that the world's beet
sugar crop would be 1,000,000 tons short last year, and on the 
strength of that alarm as to the world's supply, prices went up 
to 7i cents a pound, almost doubling. The alarm afterwards 
proved groundless, founded on a fake or a mistaken report, and 
the price of sugar promptly went down in the markets of the 
world to the price prentiling before the scare. 

But when they actually strike down the production of sugar 
in the United States and take it from the world's supply sugar 
will not only go up to 7! cents, but will stay there until 
common sense prevails and the sugar factories of the United 
States are again opened. 

When we put sugar on the free list under the McKinley law 
we provided against any such collapse of American industries 
as would have followed by giving a bounty of 2 cents a pound 
upon all sugar produced here. This bounty acted not only as 
protection, but as a very active stimulus to the production of 
cane sugar in Louisiana, and the crop increased rapidly while 
the bounty law was in force. The gentleman from Alabama 
provides nothing to save the industry of producing sugar -in this 
country from the blow it will receive if this bill should become 
a law. The producers of sugar get no encouragement from him 
except the everlasting smile of assurance that no business inter
ests will be affected by this radical revolution of the policy of 
125 years under the tariff on sugar ; by this radical departure 
from the policy of every nation under the sun, each of which 
has as great or greater duty upon sugar than the United States 
has now. Let them no longer cite the act of 1890 as a precedent 
for this action. We did not " play fast and loose " with the 
Treasury of the United States. We did not make a bill which 
created a deficit in the revenues of $60,000,000, and we were 
careful to guard and protect the sugar interests in the State of 
,Louisiana. 

We gave them something besides a smile and an assurance in 
words. We gave them a bounty fully equal to the difference in 
cost. 

Gentlemen of the majority, you intended one of two things 
when you introduced these two bills. Of course, you had no 
hope whatever that either would become a law during this Con
gress, and you put them in hoping that they might help in the 
next presidential election; and I am bound to consider you as 
possessed with the idea that if you should get the three branches 
of the Government you would enact into law not only these two 
bills but all the other bills which have been introduced in this 
Congress. If you could write them on the statute book now 
yonr fond hopes would be turned into the ashes of disappoint
ment. And yet I could hardly wish you to get as overwhelming 
a defeat as we did following the passage of the McKinley bill 
when we put sugar on the free list. 

I rejoice in the bills that you have offered and in the work 
which you have done during this Congress. The people do not 
believe your empty promises. They see that you are ruinino
business; that your policy would destroy not only the capitalist 
but the labor interests of the country. The people are becoming 
alarmed, and you will hear and feel the rise of indignation of 
the people of tbe United States in November next. 

Mr. CONNELL. Mr. Chairman, a little while ago the dis
tinguished gentleman from Iowa [Mr. PROUTY] made one of the 
characteristic remarks, that have been so plentiful in this de
bate, when he propounded this proposition: "Suppose" said he 
"that the sugar syndicate of Europe should make up its mind 
not to let America have any sugar. What would we do then? '' 
The inference then must be that he believes that American en-

terprise, American agriculture, American success, and American 
industry would go out of business rather than go to work and 
feed and keep the people of the United States out of the re
sources of this wonderful country. Did ever masked selfishness 
grin so mockingly? [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Now, that is typical of the logic of the gentlemen on the 
other side. It is just about as logical as all the arguments that 
we have heard here about the silent, mills, the rusting ma
chinery, the smokeless chimneys, the gathering of bats in the 
mining shafts, and so on, because a majority of this House dares 
to stick up for a program that will carry out the will of tlle 
American people as expressed in the elections. [Applause on 
the Democratic side.] 

Now, gentlemen, you might as well face the fact that with 
all your calamity howling, the time has come .when neither the 
standpatters, the representatives of special privilege on that 
side of the House, or their allies on this side of the House, will 
ever again be permitted to do with this tariff bill what they did 
to the Wilson bill [loud applause], and never again will the 
Democracy be throttled in the household of its friends by the 
forces of special privilege, and those who have practiced and 
built up power under the rule of gentlemen who have nothing 
but the wail of ruin left in their sta~smanship. A party that 
had so long the confidence and trust of the American people 
and which in its day did such magnificent work for liberty, ~ 
party that has now no higher statesmanship than references to 
calamity, silent spindles, drawn fires, stopped locomotives, and 
all else in that line with which to- emphasize their arguments 
must be pitied indeed. You are in the wrong day now, because 
there is a new generation in the field, and you shall not be per
mitted to thwart Democracy in the work it has to do in lifting 
unnecessary burdens from the shoulders of the people. [Ap
plause on the Democratic side.] 

l\fr. WARBURTON. Mr. Chairman--
The . CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Washington [Ur. 

WARBURTON] is recognized for two minutes. 
l\fr. WARBURTON. May I not have five minutes? 
The CHAIRMAN. All debate on the pending amendment is 

exhausted in two minutes. 
Mr. WARBURTON. I want to give a short history of the 

Wilson bill, Mr. Chairman, and I can not give it in two minutes. 
[Laughter.] . 

The McKinley bill placed a duty of one-half a cent on re
fined sugar, one-half a cent a pound, and gave a bounty of 2 
cents a pound. The Wilson bill, as it came into the House from 
the committee, placed the duty on refined sugar at a quarter of 
a cent a pound, with a sliding· scale on the bounty. By the 
motion, I think, of the gentleman from New York, the one
quarter of a cent was stricken out, and all reference to the 
bounty provision was also stricken out. 

Mr. PAYNE. What gentleman from New York? 
Mr. WARBURTON. The gentleman who is addressing me 

now. [Laughter.]. I will read his own words. 
Mr. MANN. Read his amendment 
Mr. WARBURTON. I will read his words. He said: 
The time came for the preparation of a tariff bill. It came to the 

House f rom the Ways and l\feans Committee with a protective duty for 
tJ;ie trust and. free sug~r for the producer. The Democratic House, 
aided by a sohd Republican vote. made sugar free in the bill, and in 
that way it went to the Senate. Then the State of Louisiana demanded 
the fulfillment of the Democratic pledge. 

l\fr. PAYNE a moment ago said that the sugar industry had 
not increased much from 1890 to 1894. When he made his 
speech the cane-sugar industry had more than doubled. It had 
run up from 300,000,000 pounds to 610,000,000 pounds. The 
beet-sugar industry had increased from 4,000,000 pounds to 
44,000,000 pounds. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
All time on the pending amendment has expired. The Clerk 
will report the amendment offered by the gentleman from Iowa 
[l\Ir. Goon]. 

'l'he Clerk read as follows : 
Strik~ out tJ;ie ~ords "shall be admitt~d free of duty," line 10, page 

2, and msert m lieu thereof the follo wrng: " ninety-five and one-half 
hundredths of 1 cent per pound." -

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the gentleman from Iowa. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will now report the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [l\Ir. LENROOT]. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Strike out. the w~rds "shall be admitted free of duty," in line 10, on 

page 2, and rnsert rn lien thereof the words " 1 cent per pound." 
The CHAIRMAN. Tbe question is on agreeing to the amend

ment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin. 
The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

~ ~~.-..... . ' ~ .. • 
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Mr. POWERS. 1\Ir. Chairman, I call for a division on t~at 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The request of the gentleman comes too 
late. The Clerk will report the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [l\fr. BURKE]. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Strike out the paragraph from line 7 to line 10, both inclusive, on 

pa.ge 2. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-

ment. 
The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows : 
2. Saccharine, 65 cents per pound. 
Mr. MONDELL and Mr. WARBURTON rose. 
'1.'he CHAffil\1AN. The gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. MoN

DELL] is recognized. 
l\1r. MO:NDELL. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 

word. I am not sure whether this is a sufficient tariff on 
saccharine or not, but I am quite confident that the amounts 
proposed in the last two amendments would not be sufficient to 
protect sugar. .. 

Mr. Chairman, it may be possible that the present duty on 
sugar might be lowered somewhat without the destruction of 
the American sugar industry, but we have not at this time suf
ficient information on the subject to enable us intelligently to 
pass upon that question. But when gentlemen say, as one gen
tleman said on this side a moment ago, that he did not know and 
scarcely believed that any duty was necessary for the main
tenance of the sugar industry _ in this country, it seems that 
he and other gentlemen making such statements have failed to 
read the record. 

The gentleman from Georgia [Ur. HARDWICK] stated the facts 
in his exhaustive speech on yesterday. He spent some time in 
trying to prove that we might be able to compete with the beet
sugar industry of Germany, and then, in answer to the query 
of the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HowELL] as to the effect on 
the sugar industry of the United States of free importations of 
cane sugar from the Tropics, he threw his hands up and said 
in substance: " Of course, no beet-sugar industry, either here or 
in Europe, can stand the competition of tropical-grown cane 
sugar." And he stated the facts. 

It is not altogether a question of competition with the beet 
sugars of Germany and Europe, although our beet-sugar indus
try would be put out of business by that competition. But the 
destruction of the industry in tjlis country would come from the 
competition of the great tropical cane-growing regions that can 
produce cane sugar at a price not to exceed H cents a pound. 
Nobody denies that, and does anybody believe that you can 
make sugar either from the cane or from the beet in the United 
States and pay American wages at any such price? 

I want to say to my friends on this side who propose to vote 
for this bill that they can not be on both sides of this question 
at one and the same time. Members may justify themselves in 
voting for this bill on the ground that, without regard to its 
effect on American industries, the.re should be cheaper sugar 
in this country, and that it may be for a time, at least, secured 
by this legislation. But men can not take at one time both 
horns of the dilemma. Free sugar means the wiping out of the 
sugar industry in the United States, and the man who votes for 
free sugar votes to wipe out the American sugar industry. 
Anyone who is prepared to do that can vote for this bill, but no 
one can vote for this bill and lay the flattering unction on his 
soul that we can maintain the sugar industry of this country 
and still put sugar on the free list. 

This bill means destruction to the sugar industry of this 
country, just as much as if we should issue letters of marque 
and reprisal for the destruction of sugar property to the value 
of $200,000,000. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I ask tmanimous consent 
that all debate on this particular paragraph close in five mill"- ~Ps. 

hlr. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I ask leave to extend my re
marks in the RECORD and insert therein an address made by the 
Hon. CHAMP CLARK at Frankfort, Ky., before the members of 
the legislature of that State. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. LLoYD] 
asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the RECORD by 
the insertion of the address named. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Following is the address referred to ; 

ADDRESS OF HO~. CHAMI' CLAnK BEFORE THE KENTUCKY LEGISLATUllE, 
FRANKFORT, KY., MARCH 8, 1912. 

" I am profoundly grateful to the members of the Kentucky 
Legislature for their cordial invitation to address them. I was 
bom within 14 miles of the spot where I now stand. There is 

an old saying, 'Once a Kentuckian, always a Kentuckian,' and, 
while I am ineffably proud of the imperial Commonwealth of 
Missouri, which has honored me so often and so highly, I never 
come within sight of the Kentucky hills or hear the name of the 
State without a pleasant palpitation of the heart. Here as a 
boy and youth I worked on a farm, clerked in a country store, 
taught school, and secured the principal part of my education. 
Neither time nor absence has diminished my affection for the 
dear old Commonwealth where I first looked forth upon this 
glorious world, and where my mother's people have dwelt :..ince 
the first white settlement. For this reason and for a great 
many others it is a great pleasure for me to be with you here 
to-day. · 

"To-day I came through Lexington, where I attended the 
university for more than three years-pleasant and profitable 
years. 

" Still o'er these scenes my memory wakes, 
And fondiy broods with miser care, 

Time but the impression deeper makes 
As streams their channels deeper wear. 

DEMOCRATS IN FIGHTING FETTLE. 

"The Democrats are in the finest fighting fettle they hnve 
been in since the campaign of 18D2. From the con>ening of the 
extraordinary session of Congress in '1803 till the 19th of March, 
1910, the day on which we completely upset and demolished 
the standpat Republican machine in the House, the Democrats 
put in most of their time fighting each other, and constituted a 
weak, wrangling, jangling, dispirited, despised minority, always 
expecting defeat. But a change came over the spirit of their 
dream. They got together on the 19th of March, 1910. Ever:v 
Democrat toed the mark on that ·historic occasion. ' 'Twas 
worth 10 years of peaceful life, one glance at that array,' and 
they have been together ever since. The getting together ot 
the Democrats after so many years of wandering in the wilder
ness will constitute one of the most interesting and instructive 
chapters in parliamentary history. It was a work of infinite 
toil, patience, and forbearance. To use a common expression, 
it was accomplished by constantly rubbing the hair the right 
way of the hide. Though I was minority leader at that time, 
I do not deserve all of the credit by a long shot. Every Demo
cratic Member of the House of the Sixty-first Congress is en
titled to his full share of the honor. In the words of Admiral 
Schley, after his famous victory, ' There's glory enough for all_' 
We not only remodeled and liberalized the rules and restoi:ed 
to each Member his quantum of power, which had been grad
ually usurped by the House machine, but we put up such a fight 
against the iniquities of the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill as to 
challenge the attention of the entire country. 

" The splendid record of the Democrats of the House in the 
SLny-first Congress elected the Democratic House in the Sixty
second Congress, and also elected several Democratic United 
States Senators and six Democratic governors to replace Repub
lican Senators and governors. I undertake to say without fear 
of successful contradiction that no minority in any parlia
mentary body of the world ever made such a record. On that 
record and on the magnificent record of the Democratic House 
and the Democrats of the Senate in this Congress we must make 
the fight this year, not only for the Presidency, but also for 
the House and Senate. 

"In all fairness it should be stated that the insurgent Re
publicans who helped us win our victories in the Sixty-first 
Congress acted nobly and deserve their share of the honor. 
They took their political lives in their hands and fought cour
ageously and patriotically. 

KEPT FAITH WITH PEOPLE. 

"We have absolutely kept faith with the people. We have 
redeemed or are in process of redeeming every promise that we 
made in order to win the election. The people deserve to be 
treated honestly, fairly, candidly, and courageously. In seeking 
office men should say what they mean and mean what they say. 
Pledges made in order to win an election should be religiously 
fulfilled after the election. The people are entitled to that 
square deal of which we hear so much and see so little. We 
achieved the success of 1910 on six principal promises: 

"First, to liberalize the rules of the House, which we have 
done. 

'' Second, to submit a constitutional a!l1endment for the elec
tion of United States Senators by popular vote. This the 
House did so far as it is possible for the House to do anything. 
The Senate added certain amendments which threw it into 
conference; but I have faith that be.fore the session ends the 
conferees will agree and · the amendment will be submitted. 

" '.rhi.rd, we promised to economize, and we are doing it. 
"Fourth, we promised to pass a bill compelling the publication 

of campaign contributions and disbursements before the election, 
and we did that. 
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"Fifth, we promised to admit New Mexico and Arizona as 

two separate States, and that has been done. Full-fledged Rep-
1·esentatives from these two Commonwealths now sit in the 
House. It was a great pleasure for me to swear them in. 

"Sixth, we promised to revise the taritI downward. There 
was nothing equivocal about our pledge in that regard. We are 
fulfilling that pledge as rapidly ns possible. We determined to 
pass one bill for each schedule instead of one blanket revision 
of the 14 schedules in one bill for three reasons: First, because 
some schedules are essentially worse than the others; second, 
because the plan of one bill for one schedule reduces logrolling 
to the minimum; third, because we thought we had better 
chances of getting the bills through the Senate, which tumed 
out to be true, for it must never be forgotten that we have not 
a Democratic majority in the Senate. We also thought we 
would have a better chance of getting the bills past the Presi
dent. It turned out that in this we were mistaken, for the 
President •etoed all om bills, thereby precipitating a tariff fight, 
which is still on. 

TAllIFF BILLS PASSED. 

" The tariff bills which we passed at the extraordinary ses
sion of Congress would* ha·re saved to the American people 
about $500,000,000 a year, and at the same time they would have 
raised about as much revenue as the Payne tariff bill raises. 
Five hundred million dollars a year is about $5 a head for every 
man, woman, and child betwixt the two seas. On an average a 
family in the United Stntes, which is the unit of civilization, 
contains :five and a half persons. That would have been a sav
ing of about $27.50 to the family. To some people this may 
seem like a small economy, but the average head of a family 
in the United States receives only about $400 per annum, and 
it is a cruel outrage to take from him $27.50 of his meager 
income and hand it over to the tariff barons. President Taft's 
veto of our tariff bills at the extraordinary session will pro
long the present session for •at least two months. Some people 
think that we went too far in the tariff bills; others think we 
did not go far enough. That the average citizen indorses our 
action· is demonstrated beyond even the shadow of a doubt by 
the fact that in the elections last year where the tariff was 
made the principal issue we won. That was the case in :Massa
chusetts, where Gov. Foss made his fight on the tariff issue 
almost entirely, and at the by-elections for Congressmen in 
Nebra ka and Kansas. In the latter State we elected two 
Democratic Congressmen to take the place of two Republicans, 
the :first Democrats to sit in the Bouse from the Sunflower 
State for a decade. We are now engaged in passing more tariff 
bills. We have already passed bills revising the :metal schedule 
and the chemical schedule. In a few days we will pass one 
putting sugar on the free list, and in order to raise the revenues 
which we lose on sugar we are extending the corporation tax · 
so as to include individuals on net incomes above $5,000, which 
is to all intents and pm·poses an income tax, which the con
sensus of opinion among lawyers holds to be constitutional. 
We substitute a tax on the incomes of those who are best able 
to pay taxes for a tax on consumption, which bears heaviest 
on those least able to pay taxes. We relieve the people of 
about $150,000,000 of taxes which are paid on sugar, an article 
of prime necessity, $53,000,000 of which went into the Treas
ury of the United States and a large part of the rest into the 
coffers of the Sugar Trust; but the corporation tax will raise 
about $52,000,000, every cent of which goes into the Treasury 
of the United States. I feel reasonably certain that the vast 
majority of the American people will indorse these measureE. 
In my judgment a graduated income tax, with reasonable exemp
tions, is the fairest and most just tax that was ever levied. It 
seems that the constitutional amendment authorizing an in
come tax will be ratified at no distant day by the requisite 
number of States. Then we will levy a graduated income tax, 
which will bring into the Treasury of the United States some
thing over $100,000,000 pel' annum, which will give us a freer 
hand in revising the tariff. In the passage of the biJJs which 
I have mentioned we have literally obeyed the mandate of the 
Democratic platform adopted at Denver, which declared in 
fa•or of an income tax and in favor of reducing the tariff 
gradually. It must be taken and accepted that no good Amer
ican citizen wants to see any legitimate industry in the country 
injured. Under the hothouse process of the high protective 
tariff business in the United States has been for many years on 
an artificial basis. Clearly the makers of the Denver platform 
recognized this fact. Hence they advocated the reduction of 
the tariff gradually, so that business could readjust itself to the 
new order of things. 

TA.RIFF MOTHER OF TROSTS. 

"That the ta.riff is the mother of trusts the'.l."e can be no ques
tion. Cutting the tariff down to a reasonable basis approxi· 

mating the revenue standard as nearly. as possible \Vill have a 
very strong tendency to put the trusts ont of business, a result 
which is desired by a very large majority of the American peo
ple. The truth is that if they had been hoJJ.estly and vigorously 
prosecuted since the enactment of the antitrust law, there would 
not be a trust in America to-day. The antitrust law should be 
enforced in all its features. There is no reason why a small 
criminal should be prosecuted and a great criminal should go 
scot free. There is no reason why small criminals should be 
sent to prison and big criminals let off with a. fine. When 
Thomas Jefferson delivered his first inaugural address, which 
has become a classic, he enunciuteff the Democratic creed. One 
proposition in that creed runs in this wise, 'Equal and exact 
justice to all men, of whatever state or persuasion, religious or 
political.' Wiser words never fell from human lips, and the 
Democrats stand pledged, if intrusted with power in all the 
branches of government, to execute all the la. ws, including the 
antitrust law. If that law can not be used to punish all crimi
nals that it is intended to punish, we stand pledged to amend 
it so that it will reach them all. 

'.l'ARIFF AND TRUS'l' ISSUES. 

"In lnY judgment, while there are many important questions 
pending before the American people in one form or another, 
the tariff question and the cognate question of abolishing the 
trusts will be the overshadowing issue in the impending cam
paign. It has been giyen out in a manner which seems au
thoritative that President Taft .proposes to veto any tariff bills 
that we pass. We welcome the issue. We do not believe that 
it can be blinked, postponed, minimized, or shunted out of the 
way. The present tariff la.w raises about $330,000,000 a year, 
which goes into the Treasury of the United States. It is esti
mated by statisticians that every time $1 goes into Uncle Sam's 
coffers under the high protective system about $5 goes into the 
pockets of the tariff barons. If that be true, then the high 
protective tariff system costs the people of the United States 
about a billion and a half a year. It is . a gross outrage and a 
cruelty upon the taxpayers of the land. The Democratic theory 
is and always has been that in adjusting the tariff in order to 
raise the requisite amount of revenue the highest rates ought 
to be levied on luxuries and the lowest or none at all on the 
necessaries of life, and that is preci!3ely the kind of a bill and 
bills on the tariff which we will pass if we ever get possession 
of the White House, the House of Representatives, and the 
Sellfl te all at once. , 

" Of course, in the short time which I can consume on this 
occasion it is impossible to give many of the particulars of the 
enormities and iniquities of the Payne tariff bill. One or two 
must suffice for the purposes of this address. In this change
able climate blankets and woolen clothing are absolutely neces
sary to comfort and good health. The rich and the poor alike 
must have them, and yet on blankets 9 feet long, valued at not 
over 40 cents per pound, the rates of the Payne-Aldrich bill are 
33 cents per pound specific plus 50 per cent of ad valorem. 
When worked out into ad valorem rates they amounted in 1004 
to a tax of 182! per cent. To make it still plainer, when you go 
to a store and buy a blanket for $2.82!, $1 is what the blanket 
is worth, and all that it is worth; the other $1.821 is what you 
pay for the poor privilege of paying $1 for a blanket thn.t is 
only worth $1. To show how nearly prohibitive these rates are, 
it is only necessary to state that in 1907, the last year for which 
I ha.ye the :figures, there was imported into the United States 
only $40.20 worth of that sort of blankets, on which the Govern
ment collected a tariff of $60.53. During that year millions of 
dollars worth of that sort of blankets were used in the United 
States-domestic b1ankets to the yalue of which was added the 
tariff, not one cent of which went into the United States Treas· 
ury but every cent of which went into the pockets of the tariff 
barons. Anybody who wants to can vote for that outrageous 
sort of a. law. I will not do it. I will go out of public life 
forever before I will do it. :My public career may be long or it 
may be short, but wheneYer I retire or am retired to private life 
it will be with my own self-re pect intact. 

" The history of Congress for the la.st three years demon
strates beyond all cavil that there is no hope of relief from 
burdensome tnriff taxes at the hands of the Republicans. They 
carried the el x-tion of 1908 on the promise to revise the ta.riff 
downward. Having gotten in they revised it upward. They 
revised it up and passed a bill so bad that though the roster of 
the House showed a Republican majority of 47 we lacked only 
5 votes of recommiting it, which would haye killed it as dead as 
the ruen who li~ed before the flood. For raising the tariff when 
they had promised to lower it the Republicans were overthrown 
in 1910. When in the Sixty-second Congress we passed bills to 
make moderate reductions in certain schMules the President 
vetoed them, notwithstanding the fact that he had himself de-
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clared that the rates of the woolen schedule were too high and 
ought to be revised. We took him at his word, and the first 
tariff bill we passed was the one to scale down the tariff rates 
of Schedule K. His vetoes demonstrated the fact that he has 
gone over to the st.and patters, bag and baggage. They have 
absolute control of the party machinery. 

"There is no hope of any relief at their hands. How, then, 
can relief from these ta.riff burdens which have become intoler
able be secured? The only remedy is to elect a Democratic 
President, a Democratic Senate, and a Democratic House. The 
newspapers, the magazines, and stump speeches are full of 
theories and generalizations, but an ounce of performance is 
worth a ton of theory. I propose to state bluntly and frankly 
how I believe we can achieve success, which is the great desider
atum. The words ' progressive' and ' remedial ' as applied to 
legislation are used interchangeably in popular parlance, and I 
v;rill so use them here. 

"Progress is the law of life. To stand still is to stagnate 
anti to stagnate is to perish. 

"Democrats desire progressive legislation. Independents and 
diYers Ilepublic::ms want it. The majority of the American 
people favor it. The only way to achieve it is at the hands of 
the Democrats. The Insurgent Republicans would, no doubt, 
ennct some remedial legislation if they could, but the stand
patters are in the majority in that party, and it looks as though 
they will continue to dominate it indefinitely. It may be for 
years, and it may be forever. They have control of the Repub
lican machine and ·they will run it oyer the Insurgents ruth
lessly. 

SCA.i"iT SHOW FOR INDEPENDENTS. 

"The Independents, having no separate party organization, 
will make their influence felt at the polls by voting for those 
candidates who appear to most nearly approximate their stand
ard, but as they can entertain no reasonable hope of remedial 
legislation from the Republican Party so long as it is dominated 
by the standpatters, it is to be hoped that they will give us their 
aid and comfort by voting for Democratic candidates this year. 

"As the insurgent Republicans can achieve nothing except 
when working in conjunction with the Democrats, they would 
.most easily and most certainly accomplish their purpose by 
voting for Democrats all a)ong the line. '.rhat is the only chance 
for the independents and insurgent Republicans to secure pro
gressive or remedial legislation. 

"The famous old receipt for cooking a hare applies with 
peculiar force to those desirous of progressive legislation~rst 
catch your hare. In this exigency first elect a Democ:ratic 
House, a Democratic Senate, and a Democratic President. That 
is the sine qua non of progressive or remedial legislation. 

" In order to reach this consummation so devoutly to be 
wished, all those who are opposed to the standpatters and to 
stand-pat policies must stand together. If they do this, they 
will triumph together; otherwise they will go down to defeat 
together. 

"We are politically somewhat in the same condition which 
wise old Ben Franklin described himself and his compatriots 
to be in when, after signing the Declaration of Independence, he 
exclaimed, ' Now, we must all hang together or we will all hang 

· separately.' 
"Consequently, holding the highest office that any Democrat 

has held in 15 years, I cordially invite all who desire to remedy 
existing evils to cooperate with us in our efforts to rescue the 
Go\ernment from the hands of the standpatters. 

ISSUE M UST NOT BE BEFOGGED. 

"I repeat that, in my judgment, the tariff and the cognate 
que tion of the trusts will constitute the overshadowing issues 
in the coming campaign. The Republicans will undoubtedly un
dertake to befog these issues and lure us away from the tariff 
question and the trust question, because they realize the fact 
that on the tariff question and the ttust question we will defeat 
them most decisively. Of course, there are subsidiary questions 
of more or less importance, some of them of great importance, 
but the battle for tariff reform and the destruction of the trusts 
mu t be fought to a finish. On these questions we are undoubt
edly iu the right. We have justice on our side, and on them we 
should win a sweeping triumph. 

"'By their fruits ye shall know them' is a rule established 
by highest authority. It is grounded in -wisdom and in justice. 
By that rule "'e are ready to be judged. 

"In his speech nominating Gen. Grant for a third term, Ros
coe Conkling said 'Gen. Grant's fame rests ·not only on things 
spoken and things written but upon the arduous greatness of 
things done.' That sentence fits the Democrats of Congress like 
a glove . . 

"The Republicans seem to be utterly demoralized and split 
to pieces. The gulf which separates President Taft and his 

adherents from Col. Roosevelt and his advocates is as deep and 
wide and impassable as the gulf which separated Dives from 
Lazarus. Senator La Follette has declared their differences 
to be fundamental, and fundamental differences can not be 
reconciled or compromised. It looks as though nothing short 
of a miracle will reunite them. It is not, however, the part of 
wisdom for us to rely for success upon their dissensions, for 
they may accidentally get together. 

" That their quarrels, unle~s composed, will help us there cnn 
be no doubt. But our chief reliance for success is to give to the 
people such a record for honest, intelligent, courageous, con
structive, progressive statesmanship as to convince the country 
beyond the shadow of a doubt that we are worthy of the con
tinued and enlarged confidence of the public. T'O do this we 
must lead in the enactment of all remedial legislation. That is 
our duty to our country and our kind. 

" That is the straightest, plainest, shortest, and easiest roa.d to 
complete success. Pursuing that line of conduct, victory will 
perch upon our J.:>anners whether the Republicans patch up their 
differences or not. We hold our own fate absolutely in our own 
hands. Let us not lose our golden opportunity through over
confidence or upon ill-advised relian~e upon the quarrels and 
factional fights among ...our opponents. 

" There is a tide in the affairs of men, 
Which, taken at the flood, leads on to fortune; 
Omitted, all the voyage of their life 
Is bonnct in shallows and in miseries : 
On such a full sea are we now afloat; 
And we must take the current when it serves, 
Or lose our yentures." 

Mr. KAHN. Will not the gentleman make it 20 minutes? 
l\lr. HAYES. I should like fiye minutes. 
l\fr. UNDERWOOD. I will ask unanimous consent, l\fr. 

Chairman, that debate on this paragraph close in 10 minutes 
and on the next paragraph in 10 minutes. Then gentlemen 
will get the time they want. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
l\fr. MANN. Let us know what the request is. Let the Chair 

state it so that we will see how the Chair understands it. 
The CHAIR1\I.A.N. The gentleman from .Alabama [l\fr. UNDER

wooD] asks unanimous consent that all debate on this paragraph 
close in 10 minutes and on the next paragraph in 10 minutes. 

Mr. MANN. That is, that only 10 minutes debate be allowed 
on this paragraph and 10 minutes debate on the next paragraph. 

The CH.A.IRl\IAN That is the effect of the request. 
l\lr. l\IA1'TN. The effect as first stated would be to close all 

debate in 10 minutes on both paragraphs. 
l\fr. UNDERWOOD. I do not mean that. I mean that there 

shall be 10 minutes debate on this paragraph and 10 minutes 
debat.e on the next paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
l\fr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, I doubt if the Members of this 

House understand the extent to which our sugar industry has 
developed in the last 10 years under the influence of the pro
tective tariff. This great increase is a striking example of the 
results of protection. I have collected a few figures from the 
Bureau of Statistics which show this phenomenal increase. The 
years that I haYe compared are 1001 and 1911. They are as 
follows: 

Domestic prod11Ction of sugar. 

Per cent 
1901 1911 Increase. of 

increase. 

Tons. Tons. 
Hawaii .......................... . .... 247, 500 56 ,000 Z!0,500 63} 
Porto Rico ........................... J,500 327,000. 245,500 201 
PhiliJ>pines (1908) ....... . ............ 51, 500 201,000 149,500 WO 
Continental United States: 

Cane sugar ........................ 311, 887 250,000 38,113 12 
Beet sugar ........................ 86,082 552, SOJ 476 , 472 f53} 

Total domestic ................. 976, 992 J, 998, 000 1, 026, 00 I 1().) 

I 
B eet-sugar p1"0ductio11 in Cal i f ornia. 

Tons 
1900--------------------------------------------------- 4a,aio 1910 ___________________________________________________ 1~7. ~70 

Increase------------------------------------------------ U3,UUO 
Per cent of increase-------------------------------------- :.!16~ 

Total consumption of sugar in tile United States. 
Tons. 1001 _________________________________________________ ~.7uo,ooo 

1911------------------------------------------------- 3,83u, ooo 
Increase----------------------------------- ----------- 1. o~u. 008 
Per cent of increase---------·--------------------------- il9?i 

These fi~ures. expressed ill short tons, show that cane-sn~:u· 
production in Hawaii increased from 347,500 tons in 1901 to 
5G8,000 tons in 1911, an increase of 220,500 tons, or G3~ per ceut. 
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In Porto Rico the production in 1901 was81,500 tons, and in 1911 

it was 327,000 tons, an increase of 245,500 tons, or 301 per cent. 
In the Philippine Islands, in 1BOS, the year when the Philip

pine tariff act went into effect, the production was 51,500 tous. 
In mu it was 201,000 tons, an increase of 149,500 tons, or 290 
per cent, in four years. 

The cane-sugnr industry of Continental United States · in
creased from 311,887 tons in 1901 to 350,000 tons, in round num-
bers, in mu, an increase of 38,.113 tons, or 12 per cent. . 

The beet-sugar production of this country in rno1 was 86,0S2 
tons. In 1911 it wns 552,500 tons, an increase of 476,472 tons, or 
553! per cent. As we hav~ millions of acres of land adapted ~o 
the cultivation of beets, th~ possible production of beet sugar m 
this country is almost unlimited. 

Our total production of sugar increased from 976,992 tons in 
W01 to 1,998,000 tons in 1911, an increase of 1,026,00S tons, or 
105 per cent. 

If the present conditions were to continue, how long would it 
trtke for our production to overtake our consuml,)tion of sug_ar in 
this country? It seems to be clear that in 10 or 15 years we 
should be supplying our own demands by the production of 
sugar in the United States al.Id its Territories and possessions. 
Our total consumption increased from 2,750,000 tons in 1901 to 
3,835,000 tons in 1911, :rn increase of only 39! per cent, while 
the increase in our total domestic production was 105 per cent. 

Mr. AUSTIN. How many people are engaged in the cultiva
tion of sugar in this country? 

l\Ir. HAYES. I can not state offhand, but it runs up into the 
tens of thousands, of course. 

In my own district I have three sugar factories in operation, 
one ·of which is the largest beet-sugar factory in the world. 
'I'lie pr.oduction of sugar in California increased from 43,370 
tons in 1900 to 127,270 in 1910, an increase of 93,900 tons, or 
216} per cent, although the factories were only increased by 2, 
10 being now in operation. Last year the farmers of California 
were paid $6,000,000 for 1,000,000 tons of beets. 

There are now in process of development in California two 
new beet-sugar factories which, of course, if this legislation is 
to become a law, will not be built, but must wait until the 
people of the United States come to the conclusion that it is 
better for them to produce the sugar that they consume than 
it is to pay the $100,000,000, which we now annually send out 
of the country, to the tropical islands or to Germany or France 
or some other foreign country to buy· the sugar which our 
people consume. The following letter is self-explanatory: 

lli.RYSVILLE, CAL., M a1·ch 7, 1912. 
Hon. E. A. HAYES, Washington, D. 0.: 

Sutter County is interested in a protec~ve ·du~y upon beet sugar. 
Before the end of the season, if the duty is retained, the beet-sttgar 
industry there will have assumed large proportions. Outside capital 
has come to the county and tbe farmers have in contemplatic>n the 
planting of a lar·ge acreage t o beets. The Alameda Sugar Co. is about 
to begin the construction at Meridian of one of the largest sugar plants 
in the United States, but it is very doubtful if it will proceed if the 
'duty is removed. I am voicing the wishes of the farming interest in 
Sacramento Valley in requesting you to use your influence to have the . 
present duty retained. 

A. H. HEWITT, 
Speaker of the Assemblu. 

Mr. WILLIS. Some gentleman upon the other side state{! 
in debate yesterday that the German farmer got more for his 
beets than the American farmer received, and that the American 
beets had a higher percentage of sugar than the German beets. 
Can the gentleman give us any information upon that? 

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, I will say to the gentleman that 
the German farmer receives about $4.50 per ton for his beets; 
the French farmer a little over $4 per ton for his. Last year · 
the farmers in California received $6 per ton for their beets. 
The price in this country varies from $5.50 to $7 per ton. 'l'he 
beets in Germany produce about 17! per cent of sugar; they 
produced 17.61 per cent in California last year, not enough to 
account for any considerable part of the difference in the 
price. 

There is another consideration that should appeal strongly 
to every 1\lember of this House, and that is the highly bene
ficial effect upon the soil produc~d by rotating beets with 
cereal and other crops. It hns been demonstrated repeatedly 
in this country, as well as in Germany and France, that raising 
on land a crop of beets once in three to fi've years will increase 
the crops of cereals in the intervening years fully 100 per cent 
after a few years of this rotation. A crop of beets is better 
than fertilizer for this purpose. 

And yet, in spite of this fact, th~ gentle.men on the other side 
of the aisle are willing to put sugar on the free list, when it 
is perfectly apparent to anyone who gives the subject unbiased 
considera.tion that the r esult must be to stop the growing of 
beets and to totally destroy one of the great and rapidly 
growin~ industries of this country. 

The CHAIR.MAN. The Cle1·k will read. 
The Clerk read as follows : 
3. Sugar candy and all cohfectionery not specially provided for in 

this act or in the first section of the act cited for amendment, valued 
at 15 cents per pound or less, a.nd sugars after being refined, when 
tinctured, colored, or in any way adulterated, 2 cents per pound; valued 
at more tban 15 cents per pound, 25 per cent ad valorem. The 
weight and the value of the immediate coverings, other than the outer 
packing case or other covering, shall be included in the dutiable weight 
and the value of the merchandise. 

. Mr. LA FOLLETTE. !\fr. Chairman, when the tariff rate on 
sugar was raised under the Dingley bill 6·5 cents per hundred
weight the tariff on beets to protect the farmer was under the 
same bill reduced from 25 per cent ad valorem per ton to 10 
per cent ad valorem per ton, thus showing great love for the 
farmer. Ten per cent ad valorem may be protection enough 
for the farmer, as there were only some 35,000 tons shipped in 
here under this rate the past year from the fertile fields of 
Canada, where they ha·rn, according to the report of the Tariff 
Board, a cheaper average wage than in the United States. We 
presume those importations will increase from year to year to 
the satisfaction of the sugar factories. The farmer we hea·r 
so much of here is supposed to receive his benefits from tlie 
tariff second hand through the 1.95 cents per hundred pounds 
tariff on the finished product. 1\f~·. Chairman, if the beet-sugar 
factories of this country were honestly capitalized and only 
striving to earn a fair return on an honest investment, and 
could show that they could not do so in competition with for
eign countries, I would stand with :Members on this side in try
ing to protect those interests to that extent. 

But, Ur. Chairman, the Sl,1gar investigation and the spezches 
of various 1\1embers in this House show gross O\ercapitalization 
of those industries and that enormous earnings and dividends 
are being made and paid on not only cane refineries, but on over
capitalized sugar-beet factories throughout the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the time has arrived when the Con
gress of the United States should refuse longer by tariffs to 
foster and protect any industries the large majority of which 
are overcapitalized, and who are attempting to make t1;1.e public 
pay interest and dividends on the same. :Mr. Chairman, I think 
it is time the ultimate -consumer should receive some considera
tion as well -as pampered manufacturers, under the specious 
plea of protection to the farmers. 

Next to flour the most important · food element and product 
known to man is sugar, and it has the most intimate relation 
with his physical well-being, and I submit that we should treat 
this lmiversal necessity with the greatest degree of liberality 
possible. 

Mr. KAHN. Mr. Chairman, my good friend from Iowa [Mr. 
Goon] in speaking of the production of sugar in the islands of 
the Hawaiian group made the statement., in substance, that the 
workmen in the cane fields there were Chinese and Japanese, 
and that therefore he did not believe the measure of protection 
that is now afforded should be allowed. As a matter of fact, 
the number of Chinese and Japanese in the Hawaiian cane 
fields has been materially reduced within the last two or three 
years. Chinese coolies are no longer admitted to the islands, 
and after the experience of the planters during the strike of the 
Japanese about two years ago the latter were put into the class 
of undesirable citizens in the Territory. .Almost all of the 
workii:l.en in the cane fields of Hawaii to-day are Caucasians. 
Twenty dollars a month is the amount of wage that is given 
to the Orientals, said the gentleman from Iowa. I think that 
is approximately true. 'l'he Caucasians receive at least 50 per 
cent more than that; but they all receive in addition to the 
cash wage house rent free, medical attendance free, fuel free, 
gardens with irrigation ditches and water running through them 
free. Some of the plantations maintain free nmseries for the 
children. So that when you figure together the value of these 
various allowances it makes a much more considerable wage 
than the gentleman from Iowa indicated. 

But what is the condition in regai:d to the growing of cane 
sugar in Hawaii? Practically every sugar plantation has to 
pump millions of gallons of water every day for irrigation 
purposes. One plantation alone, the Ewa plantation, uses 
80,000,000 gallons of water per day in irrigating its plantation. 
The cost of lifting that amount of water to the surface is no 
small sum. A number of pumping stations are installed. Their 
cost is not inconsiderable. In addition to that, the cost of 
carrying the sugar to the mills in Hawaii is generally much 
greater than it is in the b·opical countries that produce sugar . . 
Many of the plantations were run for years over there before 
they paid a single cent of dividend, and yet people imagine that-. 
the raising of sugar cane in Hawaii is an enormously profitable 
business. The Olan. plantation near Hilo, on the island of 
Hawaii, has never to this day paid a dividend, although millions 

• 
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of dollars are in-vested in the enterprise. So it is with others. 
There is about one plantation in six that makes any considerable 
profit on the investment. 

The question of labor in Hawaii is a very serious one. It has 
been difficult to get the right kind of field labor. The producers 
of sugar in . the islands are perfectly willing to pay a proper 
wage if they can get the right kind of labor; but even at the 
present time, with the existing duty, they are not able to com
pete with sugar raised in tropical countries. If the duty be 
removed, the industry will perish in the islands. Sugar cane 
planted in the island of Cuba does not have to be replanted for 
six or seven years. The ratoon crops, as the volunteer crops are 
called, come up every year for six or seven years. ·In Hawaii 
if they get two ratoon crops they are doing very well, indeed. 
Almo~t invariably in the fourth year they have to replant, and 
that is always a very considerable item of expense. Therefore 
I want to call attention to the fact that ·the statement made by 
my f~iend from Iowa is somewhat misleading as to the cost of pro
duct10n of sugar in the Hawaiian Islands. [Applause on the 
Republican side.] 

[l\lr. JAl\fES addressed the committee. See Appendix.] 
.Mr. UNDERWOOD. l\1r. Chairman, I move that the commit

tee- do now rise and report the bill to the House-
1\Ir. LENROOT. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend

ment. 
~Ir. UNDERWOOD. I will permit the gentleman to offer an 

amendment. 
The CHAIU:L\fAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. LEN

ROOT] offers an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 
The Clerk read as follows : 
~dd a new section, to be numbered section 4, to read as follows : 

SEC. 4. This act shall take effect from and after the 1st day of 
February, 1913." 

l\Ir. LENROOT. l\lr. Chairman, the effect of the amendment 
I have proposed is to postpone the operation of this bill, if it 
should become a law, until February 1, 1913. Mr. Chairman, I 
assert tJ;lat as a general rule every Member of this House ought 
to vote upon a bill exactly as if his vote would either put that 
law upon the statute book if he voted for it, or mean its defeat 
if he voted against it. And, Mr. Chairman, I beli'eve that there 
is a sufficient sense of justice and fair play in the membership 
of this House that if they would apply that principle to this bill 
thi amendment that I have now proposed would be adopted. 

Gentlemen who are familiar with the situation in this country 
know that contracts have now been made and signed between 
the beet-sugar manufacturers and the farmers for the crop of 
this coming year, binding contracts upon the beet-sugar manu
facturer that they can under the law be compelled to carry out. 
Now, genqemen upon the other side, is it not enough that you 
penalize the beet-sugar manufacturer by destroying his industry 
without at the same time making him liable under the law to 
the farmers of this country for contracts made with them upon 
the throry and the basis that a reasonable protection would still 
be accorded him? There was nothing in your platform that 
declared for free sugar. You did declare for gradual reduction 
in tariff rates, and I believe that a reduction ought to be made 
with reference to sugar. But nowhere have you declared for 
free sugar, and it is not fair, it is not just, it is not equitable, 
in view of these contracts that are made and existing now to 
insist that this drastic law that you propose shall immediately 
go into operation. 

1\fr. UNDERWOOD. l\1r. Chairman, I ask for a vote on the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. LENROOT]. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 
l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com

mittee do now rise and report the bill to the House with a favor
able recommendation. 

l\Ir. AUSTIN. Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer an amendment. 
I do not care to discuss it 

Mr. U:l\TDERWOOD. I must insist on my mQtion to rise. 
Mr. AUSTIN. I have not had an opportunity to discuss this 

bill or offer an amendment to it. 
Mr. l\!Al\TN. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. MANN. Is not the right to offer an amendment a prefer

ential motion over a right to rise and report the bill? The 
gentleman can move to rise at any time, of course. 

l\ir. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I do not think it is a 
preferential motion, but as the gentleman says he does not care 
to discuss the amendment, I will call for a vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment of 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. AusTIN]. 

The Clerk read as follows : 
SEC. 4. That six months after the approval of this act if there is not 

a reduc~ion in the .cost of sugar to the consumer equal to the present 
P,uty this act shall become void, and the existing duty on sugar shall 
become effective. 

The CHAIRMAJ.~. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. AusTIN]. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move that the commit

tee do now rise and report the bill H. R. 21213 back to the 
House, with the recommendation that the bill do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. · 
Accordingly, the Speaker having resumed the chair, Mr. 

ADAIR, Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union, reported that that committee had had under 
consideration the bill (H. R. 21213) to amend an act entitled 
"An act to provide revenue, equalize duties, and encourage the 
industries of the United States, and for other purposes" and 
had directed him to report the same to the House witli the 
recommendation that the bill do pass. 

1\fr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques
tion on the bill to its .final passage. 

The previous question was ordered . 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 

third reading of the bill. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time. 
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following motion to 

recommit. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York offers a 

motion to recommit, which the Clerk will report. 
The Clerk read as follows : 
Mr. PAYNE moves: 
To recommit the bill to the Committee on Ways and Means· with in

structions to report the same back to the House amended so as to 
eliminate from the sugar schedule the Dutch standard color test the 
differential on re1ined sugar, provide for a tariff on sugar that 'shall 
measure the difference between the cost of production at home and 
abroad, and not ln conflict with the terms of the treaty with Cuba 
such cost of production to be ascertained by scientific investigation 
and report to be made by the Tariff Board or some similar body. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to recommit 
with instructions. 

The question was taken, and the Chair announced that the 
noes seemed to have it. 

1\Ir. l\fANN. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there were-yeas 102, nays 200, 

answered "present" 5, not voting 87, as follows: 

Ainey 
Austin 
Bowman 
Browning 
Burke, Pa. 
Burke, S. Dak. 
Butler 
Campbell 
Cannon 
Catlin 
Crago 
Currier 
Dalzell 
Danforth. 
Davidson 
Dodds 
Draper 
Driscoll, M. El. · 
Dwight 
Dyer 
Esch 
Farr 
Focht 
Fordney 
French 
Gardner, Mass. 

Adair 
Adamson 
Aiken, S. C. 
Akin, N. Y. 
Alexander 
Allen 
Anderson, Minn. 
Anderson, Ohio 
Ans berry 
Ashbrook 
Ayres 
Barnhart 
Bartlett 
Bathrick 
Bell, Ga. 
Blackmon 
Boehne 
Booher 
Brantley 
Buchanan 
Bulkley 
Burke, Wis. 
Burleson 

YElAS-102. 
Gardner, N. J. McCreary 
Good McKinley 
Green, Jowa McKinney 
Greene, Mass. McLaughlin 
Hanna Mcl\Iorran 
Harris Madden 
Hartman Mal by 
Haugen Mann 
Hayes Miller 
Henry, Conn. Mondell 
Higgins Moon, Pa. 
Hinds l\Iott 
Howell Needham 
Howland Parra n . 
Hughes, W. Va. Patton, Pa .. 
Humphrey, Wash. Pa.vne 
Jackson Picke t t 
Kahn Plumley 
Kendall Porter 
K ennedy rowers 
Kinkaid, Nebr. Pray 
Know land Rees 
Kopp Reyburn 
Lawrence Tiobert s , Mass. 
Longworth Ti oherts. Nev. 
Loud Ilodenberg 

NAYS-2CO. 
Burnett 
Byrnes. 8. C. 
Byrns, Tenn. 
Callaway 
Candler 
Carlin 
Carter 
Claypool 
Clayton 
Cline 
Collier 
Connell 
Conry 
Cooper 
Covmgton 
Cox, Ohio 
Cravens 
Cullop 
Curley 
Daugherty 
Davenport 
Davis, Minn. 
Davis, W. Va. 

De!lver 
Dick inson 
Dies · 
Difenderfcr 
Dixon, Ind. 
Donohoe 
Doremus 
Doughton 
Dupre 
Edwards 
Ellerbe 
Estopinal 
Evans 
Faison 
Fergusson 
Ferris 
Finley 
Fitzgerald 
Floyd, Ark. 
Foster, Ill. 
Fowler 
Francis 
Garner 

Sells 
Simmons 
Slemp 
Sloan 
Smith, J.M. C. 
Smith, Saml. W. 
Stephens, Cal. 
Sterling 
Steven , Minn. 
Sulloway 
·Switzer 
Taylor, Obio 
Thistlewood 
Til on 
Town er 
Utter 
Vreela nd 
Wedemeyer 
Wilder 
Will is 
Wood, N . J. 
Woods, Iowa 
Young, Kans. 
Young, Mich. 

Garrett 
George 
Gla ss 
Godwin. N. C. 
Gol<lfo!!'lc 
Goodwin, Ark. 
Gould 
Gra ll am 
Gray 
Gregg, P a. 
Gregg, Tex. 
Gud~er 
H amilton, W. Va. 
H amlin 
Hammond 
Hardwi ck 
Ha1·d:v 
H a rri on, :'Iii. s. 
Harrison, N. Y. 
Hay 
Hayden 
H eflin 
Helgesell 
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Helm Lewis Prince 
Henry, Tex. Lindbergh Rainey 
Hensley Linthicum Raker 
Holland Littleton Randell, Tex. 
Houslon Lloyd Ransdell, La. 
Howard Lo beck Rauch 
Hughes, N. J. McKellar Redfield 
Hull McKenzie Reilly 
Humphreys, Miss. Maguire, Nebr. Roddenbery 
. Jacoway Martin, Colo. Rouse 
Johnson, Ky. Mays Rubey 
Johnson, S. C. Moon, Tenn. Rucker, Mo. 
Jones Moore, Tex. Russell 
Kent Morrison Saba th 
Kinkead, J. Morse, Wis. Saunders 
Kitchin Moss, Ind. Scully 
Kon op Murdock Shackleford 
Korbly Murray Sharp 
Lafferty Neeley Sherwood 
La I•'ollette Nelson Sims 
Lamb Norris Sisson 
Lee, Ga. Nye Slayden 
Lee, Pa. Page Small 
Legare Pepper Smith, N. Y. 
Lenroot Peters Smith, Tex. 
Lever Post Sparkman 
Levy Pou Stanley 

Burgess _ 
Gallagher 

ANSWERED " PRESENT "-5. 
Hawley. James 

NOT VOTING-87. 
Ames Dent Konig 
Andrns Dickson, Miss. Lafean 
Anthony Driscoll, D. A. . Langham . 
Barchfeld Fairchild Lindsay 
Bartholdt Fields Littlepage 
Bates Flood, Va. McCall 
Beall, Tex. Fornes McCoy 
Ilergcr Foss McDermott 
Bingham Foster, Vt. McGillicuddy 
Borland Fuller McGuire, Okla. 
Brndley Gillett McHenry 
Broussard Goeke Macon 
Brown Griest Maher 
Caidcr Guernsey Martin, S. Dak. 
Can trill Hamill Matthews 
Cary Hamilton, Mich. Moore, Pa. 
Clark, Fla. Heald Morgan 
Copley Hill Oldfield 
Cox, Ind. Hobson Olmsted 
Crumpacker Hubbard · O'Shaunessy 
Curry Hughes, Ga. Padgett 
De Forest Kindred Palmer 

Stedman 
~ Steenerson 
Stephens, Miss, 
Stephens, Nebr. 
Stephens, Tex. 
Stone 
Sweet 
Talbott, Md. 
Talcott, N. Y. 
Taylor, Ala • 
Taylor, Colo. 
Thomas 
Tribble 
Turnbull 
Tuttle 
Underhill 
Underwood 
Volstead 
Warburton 
Watkins 
Webb 
White 
Wickliffe . 
Wilson, N. Y. 
Wilson, Pa. 
Witherspoon 
The•speaker 

Langley 

Patten, N. Y. 
Prouty 
Pujo 
Richardson 
Riordan 
Robinson 
Rothermel 
Rucker, Colo. 
Sheppard 
Sherley 
Smith, Cal. 
Speer 
Stack 
Sulzer 
Taggart 
Thayer 
Townsend 
Weeks 
Whitacre 
Wilson, Ill. 
Young, Tex. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call my name. 
The Clerk called the name of l\Ir. CLARK of Missouri, and he 

voted in the negative, as above recorded. 
So the motion to recommit with instructions was rejeded. 
The Clerk announced the following; additional pairs : 
On the vote to recommit : 
l\lr. PuJo (for recommittal) with Mr. TOWNSEND (against re

committal). 
:!'!fr. SPEER (for recommittal) with Mr. McCoY (against re

committal). 
l\fr. O'SHAUNESSY (against recommittal) with Mr. BARTHOLDT 

(for recommittal) . 
Until further notice: 
Mr. 1\lcGILLICUDDY with Mr. GUERNSEY. 
l\fr. MAHER with Mr. CALDER. 
1\lr. RUCKER of Colorado with Mr. CARY. 
Mr. SULZER with Mr . .MATTHEWS. 
Mr. DENT (against recommittal) with Mr. FosTER of Vermont 

(for recommittal). 
l\fr. JAMES. Mr. Speaker, I desire to inquire if the gentle

man from Massachusetts, Mr. McCALL, is recorded as \Oting? 
The SPEAKER. He is not. 
Mr. JAMES. Then I desire to withdraw my vote in the 

negative and answer 'i present." 
'l'he i;esnlt of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER. The question is, Shall the bill pass? Those 

in favor will say aye--
Mr. Ul\'DERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas and 

nays. 
Mr. MANN. I demand the yeas · and nays, Mr. Speaker. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER. Those in favor of passing the bill will 

answer "yea" when their names are called; those opposed will 
answer " nay." 

The question wns taken; and there were-yeas 199, nays 104, 
ans"\\ered "present" 5, not \oting 86, as follows: 

Adair 
Adamson 
Aiken. S. C. 
Akin, N. Y. 
Alexnnder 
Allen 
Anderson, Minn. 
Anderson, Ohio 
Ansberry 

Ashbrook 
Ayres 
Barnhart 
Bartlett 
Bathrick 
Bell, Ga. 
Blackmon 
Boehne 
Booher 

YEAS-199. 
Brlllltley 
Buchanan 
Bulkley 
Burke, Wis. 
Burleson 
Burnett 
Byrnes, S. C. 
Byrns, Tenn. 
Callaway 

Candler 
Carlin 
Carter 
Claypool 
Clayton 
Cline 
Collier 
Connell 
Conry 

Covington 
Cox, Ohio 
Cravens 
Cullop 
Curley 
Daugherty 
Davenport 
Davis, Minn. 
Davis, W. Va. 
Denver 
Dickinson 
Dies 
Difenderfer 
Dixon, Ind. 
Donohoe 
Doremus 
Doughton 

· Dyer 
Edwards 
Ellerbe 
Evans 
Faison 
Fergusson 
Ferris 
Finley 
Fitzgerald 
Floyd, Ark. 
ll'oster, IlL 
Fowler 
Francis 
Garner 
Garrett 
George 
Glass 
Godwin, N. C. 
Goldfogle 
Good 
Goodwin, Ark. 
Gould 
Graham 
Gray 

Ain~ 
Austin 
Bowman 
Broussard 
Browning 
Burke, Pa. 
Burke, S. Dak. 
Butler 
Campbell 
Cannon 
Catlin 
Cooper 
Crago 
Currier 
Dalzell 
Danforth 
Dodds 
Draper 
Driscoll, M. E. 
Dupre 
Dwight 
Esch 
Estopinal 
Fairchild 
Farr 
Focht 

Burgess 
Gallagher 

Gregg, Pa. Lever 
Gregg, Tex. Levy 
Gudger . Lewis 
Hamilton, W. Va. Lindbergh 
Hamlin Linthicum. 
Hammond Littleton 
Hanna Lloyd 
Hardwick Lobeck 
Hardy McKellar 
Harrison, Miss. McKenzie 
Harrison, N. Y. Maguire, Nebr. 
Hay Mays 
Hayden Miller 
He.filn Moon, Tenn. 
Helgesen Moore, Tex. 
Helm Morrison 
Henry, Tex. Moss, Ind. 
Hensley Murdock 
Holland Murray 
Houston Neeley 
Howard Norris 
Howland Nye 
Hughes, N. J. O'Shaunessy 
Hull Page 
Humphreys, Miss. Pepper 
Jaco way Peters 
Johnson, Ky. Post 
Johnson, S. C. Pou 
Jones Prince 
Kendall Rainey 
Kent Raker 
Kinkead, N. J . Randell, Tex. 
Kitchin Rauch 
Kon op Redfield 
Korbly Reilly 
Lafferty Roddenbery 
La Follette Rouse 
Lamb Rubey 
Lee, Ga. Rucker, Mo. 
Lee, Pa. Russell 
Legare Saba th 

NAYS-104. 
Fordney McCreary 
French McKinley 
Gardner, Mass. McKinney 
Gardner, N. J. McLaughlin 
Green, Iowa. l\IcMorran 
Greene, Mass. Madden 
Harris Mal by 
Hartman Mann 
Haugen Martin, Colo. 
Hayes Mondell 
Henry, Conn. Moon, Pa. 
Higgins Morse, Wis. 
Hinds Mott 
Howell Needham 
Hughes, W. Va. Nelson 
Humphrey, Wash. Parran 
Jackson Patton, Pa. 
Kahn Payne 
Kennedy . Pickett 
Kinkaid, Nebr. Porter 
Know land Powers 
Kopp Pray 
Lawrence Prouty 
Lenroot Ransdell, La. 
Longworth Rees 
Loud Reyburn 

ANSWERED " PRESENT "-5. 
Hawley James 

NOT VOTING---86. 
Ames Dent Lafean 
Andrus Dickson, Miss. Langham 
Anthony Driscoll, D. A. Lindsay 
Barchfeld Fields Littlepage 
Bartholdt Flood, Va. McCall 
Bates Fornes McCoy 
Beall, Tex. Foss McDermott 
Berger Foster, Vt. McGillicuddy 

~~~.f~cf ~ii\~ett M~ii~~~ Okla. 
Bradley Goeke Macon 
Brown Griest Mahe1· 
Calder Guernsey Martin, S. Dak. 
Can trill Hamill Matthews 
Cary Hamilton, Mich. Moore, Pa. 
Clark, Fla. Heald Morgan 
Copley Hill Oldfield 
Cox, Ind. Hobson Olmsted 
Crumpacker Hubbard Padgett 
Curry Hughes. Ga. Palmer 
Davidson Kindred Patten, N. Y. 
De Forest ·Konig '. Plumley 

Scully 
Sells 
Shackleford 
Sharp 
Sherwood 
Sims 
Sisson 
Slayden 
Small 
Smith, N. Y. 
Smith, Tex. 
Sparkman 
Stanley 
Stedman 
Steenerson 
Stephens, Miss. 
Stephens, Nebr. 
Stephens, 'l'ex. 
Stone 
Sweet 
Talbott, Md. 
Talcott, N. Y. 
Taylor, Ala. 
Thomas 
Tribble 
Turnbull 
Tuttle 
Underhill 
Underwood 
Volstead 
Warburton 
Watkins 
Webb 
White 
Wilson, N. Y. 
Wilson, Pa. 
Witherspoon 
Woods, Iowa. 
Young, Kans. 
The Speaker 

Roberts, Mass. 
Robet·ts, Nev. 
Rodenberg 
Simmons 
Slemp 
Sloan 
Smith, J.M. C. 
Smith, Sarni. W. 
Stephens, Cal. 
Sterling 
Stevens, Minn. 
Sulloway 
Switzer 
Taylor, Colo .. 
Taylor, Ohio 
Thistlewood 
Tilson 
Towner 
Utter 
Vreeland 
Wedemeyer 
Wickliffe 
Wilder 
Willis 
Wood, N. J. 
Young, Mich. 

Langley 

Pujo 
Richardson 
Riordan 
Robinson 
Rothermel 
Rucker, Colo. 
Saunders 
Sheppard 

. Sherley 
Smith, Cal. 
Speer 
Stack 
Sulzer 
Taggart 
Thayer 
Townsend 
Weeks 
Whitacre 
Wilson, Ill. 
Young, Tex. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call my name. 
The Clerk called the name of l\Ir. CLARK of Missouri, and he 

\Oted in the affirmative, as above recorded. 
So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following additional pairs : 
For the vote : 
Mr. McCoy (for the bill) with l\Ir. SPEER (against the bill). 
Mr. TOWNSEND (for the bill) with Mr. PUJO (against the bill). 
Mr. JAMES (for the bill) with l\Ir. McCALL (against the bill). 
Mr. FLOOD of Virginia (for the bill) with l\Ir. OLMSTED 

against the bill) . 
Mr. DENT (for the bill) with l\Ir. FosTEB of Vermont (agajnst 

the bill). 
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Until further notice : 
Mr. Cox of Indiana with Mr. HEALD. 
Mr. HonsoN with Mr. B.A.llTHOLDT. 
l\Ir. STACK with l\lr. McGm:nE of Oklahoma. 
1\Ir. GOEKE with 1\Ir. MARTIN of South Dakota. 
Mr. LITTLEPAGE with Mr. PLUMLEY. 
l\Ir. SA.Ull.""DEBS with .l\Ir.. TOWNER. 
The result of the l"'Ote was announced as above recorded. 
The announcement of the result was received with cheers -on 

the Democratic side. 
On motion of Mr. UNDERWOOD, a motion to reconsider the last 

vote was laid on the table. 
EXTENSION OF RE?.IABKS. 

l\Ir. JAMES. l\Ir. Speaker; I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my remarks in the REcoRD. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. JA.JllES] 
asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the RECORD. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. 1\lr. Speaker, I desire to ask 'l111.allimous 

consent that all gentlemen who have spoken on this bill may 
have leaye to extend their remarks in the RECORD, and that all 
other gentlemen in the House may have leave for five legi.Slative 
days to print on the subject matter of the bill that has just 
pa sed. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani
mous consent that all gentlemen who have spoken on this bill 
have leave to extend their .remarks in the REcoiID, and that 
those wh-0 have not spoken shall have the privilege of printing 
on this subject for five legislative days. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
LEA VE O.F ABSENCE. 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted- • 
To Mr. GREGG of Pennsylvania, :for 4 days, on account of 

important business. · 
To Mr. McHENRY, for 10 days, on account of im_portant 

busine~s, 
· To fr. HUGHES of Georgia, for to-day, on account of sickness. 

SPEECH OF HON. WILLIAM C. 'REDFIELD. 
l\Ir. FOSTER of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con

sent to insert in the RECORD a speech delivered by Hon. WILLIAM 
C. REDFIELD before the National Democratic Club of New York 
on January 3, 1912. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FosTEB] 
nsks unanimous consent to print in the REDO.RD the speech .made 
by the genUeman from New York [1\!r. REDpELD] on the ·occa
sion stated by him. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
The remarks ref erred to a.re as follows : 

ADDRESS OF HON. WILLIAM C. RED'h'IE.LD BEFOitE THE N~TIONAL DEMO
CRATIC CLUB JANUARY 3, 1912. 

"Just as in Alaska nattves et up totem _poles and worship 
spirits, n.nd a.s in the Philippines the nipa huts are :tightly 
closed to keep out the night-flying demons, so most American 
manufacturers have belonged to a sort of industrial Shut-in 
Society devoted largely to a cult of .tears of things that are not 
so. Meanwhile, dreading the phantoms without, they have nm·
tured demons within. They have adopted and cultivated a 
mental attitude that has sterilized all initiative, and the fear of 
the ghosts that do nat exist has deprived them of the vision to 
see and deal with the real demons who injure them. 

" Two among the ghosts loom large in our industrial horizons. 
The :first of these is called Rate of Wages. Dire evils are laid 
to his charge. Books haYe been written about him, and he has 
filled the mouths of orators in many places and through many 
years. What he has done to hold back our poor American in
dustries has been vividly told. He is pictmed in part as a 
handicap upon domestic trade, as part of the high cost of living, 
as the foe of export business, as a general and serious disturber, 
and to him is charged both the excessive cost of what we buy 
at home and of what some of us do not sell nbroad. 

" A second ghost is called Cost of Production. Most of us 
know very little about this ghost, but we talk of him volubly and 
tell how bad be is and how he is related by blood and behavior 
to the first ghost I haT"e named. l\fen· say bow 11ard they nave 
striYen to control the influences of this evil spi.Tit, and declare 
that onJy protection from some source sh·onger than themselves 
will keep them from serious injury at the hands of these phan
toms. For phantoms both these ghosts ai·e. Their dreadful 
names hm·e '.hung like shadows OY-er many a shop, but men who 
haT"e faced them boldly 1laye found they are not what they are 
thought to be; that instead of direful ghosts filled with possi
bilities of disaster, they are friendly spirits carrying much 
possibility of good, and offering harm only to those who do not 
understand how to treat them. 

"But the demons within .are real, .many, and vigorous, four 
of them especially so. There is one . demon called Waste who 
~s omnipresent. His brother is Ignorance, .and they walk' hand 
m hand through many a shop. Closely related is an evil spirit 
called Neglect, and the 'fourth member of the devilish group is 
Blindness. These baneful four are no dreams, but real destroy
ers. It is against them that protection is needed. Those strong 
men :imong our industries who have learned that the Ilate of 
Wages is a friendly spirit have found him powerful also in 
o':ercoming the demon called Waste, and just as with clear 
mrnds and .fixed purpose they study into the true nµu.re .of the 
Rate of Wages and the Cost of Production do the demons of 
Neglect, Ignorance, and Blindness cease to trouble. 

"In this brief prefaee I have tried to · sketch the fundamentals 
of our industrial problem as it relates to the tariff. We have 
been too long ghost fea.rers and devil conservers. Let us face 
about, look firmly at the ghosts and squarely at the devils. The 
ghosts will be found· llelpful friends and the devils-

" Shall fold their tents like the Arabs, 
And silently steal away." 

"American manufacturers need tariff reform for certain 
definite, .specific purposes. Among these are: 

" 1. To enlarge their mental and .ni.oral vision. 
"2. To increase their efficiency. 
"3. To teach them the gospel of self-help. 
" I a:m· tempted to add a fourth reason-to get rid of ghosts·; 

but when the -vision mental and moral shall have been enlarged 
and efficiency shall have been learned and self-help acquired, 
the gho ts will have gone. 

" Our manufacturers need to have their mental vision en
larged, because ignorance is a limiting factor. It has always 
been true that~ a little knowledge is a dangerous thing.' They 
have been fed on untruths. It is not true, fo r example, that 
because a man is pa.id $3 per day his product necessarily costs 
more than that of a man paid $2 per day. It is not true that 
goods <Cost so much of necessity in an American shop that they 
can not meet foreign competition. It is not true that our indus
tries would be injured, much less destroyed, 'by a reduction of 
the tariff wall It is more tru·e, far, that this very tariff wall 
is in danger of creating a sort of inaustria.I "Paresis club." 1t 
is true that product is a far more important thing in cost than 
the .rate of wage. It is true that direct labor cost is a small part 
of the total cost of making goods. It is true that the burden 
charge is often heavier than the direct labor charge; it is true 
that the selling expense is often heavier than the direct labor 
charge; it is true that when comparison is made between the 
rn te of wage in America and the rate of wage abroad, such 
a comparison is meaningless and silly unless the rate of produc
tion and its conditions be stated. It is true that when the dif
ference between the rate of wage at borne and abroad is given 
it is .a difference which relates to but a .small part of the cost 
of making goods, and in no sense a major part. For example, 
ir the somewhat mysterious synopsis of the report of the Tariff 
Board may be quoted, there is said to be a difference in labor 
cost in making yarn between England and the United States of 
100 p_er. cent; but this 100 per cent does not sound so laTge, 
even if it be always true, which I doubt, when the report shows 
that th~ total pr.oportion of labor cost in making ,Yarn is but 
91 per cent, and the 100 per cent difference, therefore, is but 
a difference of 4fi- per cent of the total cost of the yarn. Other 
plain truths are.: The differences in cost between two American 
concerns in the same line are often greater than the difference 
in cost between a concern abroad and one at home in the same 
line. The difference in direct labor cost between a foreign and 
a domestic concern in the same line may be entirely overcome 
by differences in fhe burden charge. 

" I am told, and believe it to be true, that but few American 
manufacturers really know the cost of their goods, and but very 
few the cost of each operation in making their goods. An 
examiner for the Tariff .Board told me that in 16 shops be 
visited they did not know what their goods cost and had no 
systematic, accurate way of finding out One of the first and 
most beneficial results of the removal of .artificial protection 
would be to make our manufacturers learn these facts, to 
enlru.·ge their .mental vision along the line of the old Jewish 
proverb, ' Physician, heal thyself.' 

" But there would be a moral enlargement of vision also, for 
among our industrial shut-ins -strange moi·al growths occur. 
For example, what thi:ilk you of men in control of a large in
dush·y buying for their personal gain other factories whose 
product must .be used .by the larger orie and then arranging t o 
have the output of the ·one they own purchased at high prices 
by the other which they control? What think you of concerns 
employing men at large salaries whose duty in large part 1t 
is to copy as nearly as th~y dare patents having value which 
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are submitted to them for purchase or of which they learn in 
order that they may themselves benefit by the inventor's skill 
without his profiting by it? Or what is your view of their 
using a department of patent Jaw to protect them against the 
righteous claims of those whose property they have taken, and 
what of the morals of a large concern telling ti small one that 
unless they cease suing them for the misuse of patents the 
little will be driven out of business by the big? Under the 
genial influence of a reduction of duties some of these proc
esses would become too expensive and legitimate competition 
would at least offer a larger field for dealing with those whose 
sense of honor was higher and would open a broader market 
to the in-ventor. 

".A reduction of tariff would increase the efficiency of the 
American manufacturer and therefore add to the profits of his 
business. The fetish of having to cut wages to keep cost down 
is de:1<l or dying. Even the Tariff Board admits that. It is 
output that counts. An experienced manufacturer said to me a 
few days ago: 'The tariff kills initiative and raises the cost.' 
You lurrn no doubt noticed that the cry as to the inefficiency of 
their lnbor comes from those industries that are most highly 
protected. ProYide a profitable market for a manufacturer and 
why should he s1mr himself. Like the rest of us he will be as 
lazy as he dare::;, and if through the grace of law he may sell, 
as our wool men are said by the Tariff Board to do, at prices 67 
per cent higher than those prevailing abroad, why should he 
stri\e to impro•e himself so long as it pays not to do so? While 
obsessed with the belief that high wages mean high labor cost 
and imbued with a conviction of his own helplessness, how can 
a man become efficient? For efficiency means keen self-criticism. 
It means to go out into the shop and find nothing there that is 
sacred or fixed. It means that in that shop six months ago shall 
be ancient history. It means the dropping of tradition, the for
getting of ghosts, the questioning of everything. It means the 
old Scripture doctrine, 'Prove all things, hold fast that which is 
good,' and only that. This means serious, constant, patient 
study and toil, and it needs a spur to bring men to that labor. 
True, the men with vision in our industries, who have the sense 
Of the industrial seer, and especial1y in those industries which 
ha-ve been less protected from the ghosts by law, have done this 
Jabor and have found it amazingly lucrative. Here note one 
vital but not obvious fact. · 'Vhat of the concerns whose names 
do not appear in our tariff fights. 

"Has anyone thought to make a list of the houses that are 
silent on the tariff? Has it occurred to anyone that a reason for 
this silence may be "that some of these houses feel so compe
tent to meet any tariff situation that they are fearless about it? 
I have the best of reasons for thinking this is true of two large 
worsted manufacturers, and I know it is true of other concerns. 
They do not care to advertise the fact that by keener manage
ment, finer equipment, and better methods they are doing so well 
that the tariff is to them an indifferent thing, because, so to 
speak, they would put their competitors "onto the game." 
Look among the names of the manufacturers in our great indus
tries who do not make Washington their Mecca and see what 
you find. Tariff reduction will bring to the American manu
facturer everywhere that spur from legitimate competition 
which will make him criticize and study his own methods, 
which ,yill force biru to drive out the devils of ignorance, waste, 
neglect, and blindness. 

".And with a larger and purer vision, and with higher effi
ciency, he will have gone far on the road to the third gain 
from tariff reduction, namely, be will h:n·e begun to learn self
he1p. And to substitute self-help for dependence, courage for 
fear, hope for doubt, manliness for cowardice, is the noble task 
in which the Democratic Party is engaged in its campaign for 
tnriff reform. But self-help means more than anything we have 
yet said. It menus,. after doing an we hrrrn suggested, stop
ping the greatest waste in in<l.ustry and utilizing the greatest 
force in industry, which wuste is now sadly great and which 
force is too little used. 

"Look at the elements in the cost of production-material, 
that is nu inert, dead thing; selling expense, that produces noth
ing; burden cllarge, truly described by its name of a burden; 
labor cost, llere you haYe the o~e productive element. Is it 
treated i1rouuctively? Your building, your machinery, your· ma
terial, these are investments. Your men-are their wages an 
inYestment or an expense? Look at the question squarely. 
Your whole industrial efficiency rests ·on the answer. 

" If tll.e wages of these men are an expense, then the less of 
it the better. If your men are an expense, then cutting wages 
becomes normal nnd proper. They rank like waste of any kind. 
They are a thing to be reduced to the Jowest limit if you think 
that pays. But if the wages of these men are an inyestrnent, 
if this one producti\·e element in industry has in the Yery 
fact of. its producti-veness something that separates it from all 

. . 

other kinds of cost, then it is worth conserving. For your 
inYestments you cu1ti>ate; you develop, you improve, you study 
their nature, you are deeply interested in their management, 
you wish the.Q'.1 to be efficient, helpful, reliable, steady. Indeed, 
you look for a growing return from them. It pays to study 
investments. It does not pay to treat an investment contrary 
to the laws of the thing in which you invest. It is better, 
cheaper, more profitable to work with the Jaws of your invest
ment than against its laws. Self-help means a new outlook on 
labor for a manufacturer. It means that he has got to cease 
to profit by it and learn to profit with it . . It means that the 
pay roll is an investment and not an expense, and a chasm 
9f thought divides the two. It means that the old ghost of the 
rate of wages has turned into a friendly spirit that says to 
him, 'The more 'I grow, the larger I am, the more I should 
produce for you and yours'; and it says to the cost of produc
tion, ' The more I produce the smaller you get and the less 
intluence you have.' It says to the man whose vision has been 
enlarged, 'Do not worry about your rate of wages; think, rather, 
of your rate of output; get rid of the devil of waste, stop the 
devil of neglect of your burden charges and blindness to the 
inefficiency of your equipment and ignorance of your handling 
expense. Drive out the devil of neglect of your own costs and 
blindness to your s~lling charges. Get rid of the things that 
don't produce and make the most, the utmost, of the one element 
in your shop that does produce, and above all things do nothing 
in blindness, ignorance, or neglect, or waste to cramp or antago
nize or hamper the only productive element, the only responsiye 
element in the cost of the goods you make.' And so the Demo
cratic position is one that is not negative but affirmative, it is 
not destructive but constructive, it is in line with all the forces 
of uplift in our land. It is the gospel of hope and not of doubt, 
the gospel of courage and not of fear, the gospel of moderation 
and not of rashness, it is the teaching of that same self-he1p 
to our manufacturers which we try toacultivate in our children. 
It does not let 'I dare not wait upon I would,' but says 'you 
can.' It is the teaching of industrial freedom, a strong and 
not a weak faith. 

"Let me close ·with the statement of certain truths which 
form at least a part of the Democratic declaration of industrial 
independence and which the Democratic Party believes to be 
evident. 

" There is in the strict sense of language no such thing as 
the cost (meaning the fixed cost) of production, and the phrase 
as often used misleads. 

"Since there is and can be no such thing as a fixed or 
uniform cost of producing an article, to base a fixed tax thereon 
is absurd and impossible. 

"The nature of cost being variable, a tax actually based on 
such differences between cost in Europe and America as might 
be found to exist would vary constantly. If based on the cost 
records . of an inefficient American shop it might at times be 
high ; if based on best American practice it might not exist 
at all. 

" The difference in cost between American shops in the same 
industry are as great as or greater than the average differences 
in cost between America and Europe. Tbe same is to a degree 
true in each .industry of Europe. The relations of these costs 
each to the other both within and without any industrial coun
try constantly change. The statements, therefore, seriously 
made by some about basing a tariff on the differences in labor 
cost between this country and Europe are ridiculous. It would 
involye preferences in favor of one ·European country as against 
another, and if it were to be maintained at the actual differences 
in cost, it would have to be adjusted frequently to meet changes 
in efficiency, methods, or invention in the yarious countries 
affected by it. 

"A tariff based on the difference in the cost of production 
must, if it be correct, be a different tariff against every country 
producing like goods for costs in these countries >ary. Not only 
so, but logic requires that a separate tariff be made against 
separate factories in so far as their costs differ. . 

"A tariff based on differences in cost of production is a logical 
and industrial absurdity. 

"It is a normal thing that the most highly protected indus
tries should be the most backward. 

" The cost of labor is but a minor part of total cost and 
rarely the controlling element therein. 

" The differences in wages between America and Europe 
affect but a small part of the total cost of manufacture, and is . 
itself so modified by many other conditions affecting cost as to 
be yaJueless as a basis for argument. 

"The chief controlling factor in production is the rate of 
output. Other factors therein are burden charge. selling ex
pense, material cost, and lastly, and often least, labor cost. It 
may therefore pay, often does pay, to increase the wage rate 
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to induce output and therefore to reduce the relative burden 
and selling charge. 

"The reduction of the wnge rate as a means of economy is 
the foolish reSDrt of the inefficient and the ill-informed. 

"Differences in cost may have no relation to labor. In A's 
shop where total cost is least, labor cost may b-e most. In B's 
shop where total cost is greatest, labor cost may be least. 

" The possible sa-ving in total cost through eliminating the 
element of waste in its many forms may a.mount to one-h-alf 
e1en while the daily rate of wage will increase. Under these 
conditions. despite the increase in wage, the output may so en
large that profits would be greatly increased even though sell-

... ing prices were reduced to meet competition. 
" 'l~he Republican Party un<lertakes to insure ' a rea·sonable 

profit' by law. A reasonable ,profit has never been defined nor 
its conditions made known. Such a profit may vary, that being 
reasonable in one place being unreasonable in another; that 
which is fair under some conditions would oo unfair under 
others; that which is righteous in some industries would be un- : 
1·ighteous in others; that which is normal in some places, ab
normal in others. What are the limits? Who is to decide what 
a reasonable profit is? 

"The Democratic Party believes t.hat the policy of a tariff for . 
revenue only is not only a policy free from the logical absurdi
ties of a tariiff based upon the alleged ·cost of production, hut 
that it is a policy which opens to our industries the way to de
velopment on normal and permanent lines where brains, char
acter, and energy may work (}Ut their natural results to the 
profit of the manufacturer, to the advantage of the worker, nnd 
to the gain of the consumer. 

"The Democratic Party. would ·substitute industrial self-help 
for taTif protection. By this it .O.oes not mean rash, hasty, or 
even radieal removals of existing duties, but reducing them 
with moderation to a revenue basis. By self-help it means that 
our manufacturers shall• exercise that constant and searching 
self-criticism into their own plans, methods, and management, 
which should mark every progressive producer., but which is 
little likely to exist, and has in many cases not -existed, whereas 
by rea on of the tariff a :profit has been assured by law. But 
self-help in industry means more than this. It means replac
ing -doubt with hope and fear with courage. Protection is the 
gospel of security for the incompetent and inefficient at the 
national cost. Self-help is the gaspel of competence and effi
ciency to the general gain. But self-help means -yet more. 
It means an altered attitude on the part of manufacturers 
toward labor. It means the spirit of cooperation between em
ployer and his workman. It means a recognition .of the law 
that a well-paid and well-treated employee is the cheapest pro
ducer. It means a true industrial democracy in which owner, 
workmen, and consumer pull together with greater profit to the 
first, larger wages with shorter hours and less strenuous labor 
for the second, and lower prices for the third. This is the 
aim and the outcome of industrial self-help. It is a teaching 
opposed ·to all narrow selfishness, hostile to much of our ac
cepted business 'CCOnomy, but it is in fundamental accord with 
the laws of human nature and with enlightened self-interest on 
the part of all dependent on our industries." 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. UJ\"DERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, it is my desire to call up 
the excise tax bil1 (H. It. 21214) to-morrow morning. I would 
like to make an arrangement with the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. PAYNE], if I can do so, about the consideration of 
that bill. 

Mr. PAYNE. What does the gentleman suggest? 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. How much time does the gentleman 

think will be required for general debate on the bill? 
Mr. PAYNE. There is not so much pressur~ tor debate on 

that bill as there was on this. A good many gentlemen who 
wanted to speak on this bill, 20 .or more, have taken five min
utes a.nd obtained leave-to print. Now, I do not know whether 
some of these gentlemen will come in and want to speak in the 
open House on the income-tax bill or not. The gentleman will 
excuse me for not falling into his terms. There are only four 
or five gentlemen who have indicated to me as yet a desire to 

·speak on that bill. 
Mr. MANN. Why not let that remain unsettled and make 

the other suggestion which the gentleman has in mind, which will 
give us fill opportunity to ascertain better how many gentlemen 
desire to speak. 

Mr. UJ\"DERWOOD. My only purpose in making this ·Sug
gestion at this time is that to-morrow being Saturday, if we can 
let the general debate run over until J\Ionday that would enable 
some gentlemen to go home over Sunday. That is my purpose 
in making the request. I would say to the gentleman. from New 
York [Mr. PAYNE] that if it is satisfactory to him, and we can 

. 
arrange to do so, I will be willing to agree to ha-re general ·de
bate on this bill to-morrow and Monday, and take it up under 
the five-minute rule immediately after the reading of the Jour
nal on Tuesday, if we can agree to !)nt Monday's busine s o-ver 
until Thursday. 
Mr~ MANN. I have no doubt that arrangement would be 

satisfn.ctory, but why not make that request without fixing the 
absolute time for general deb.'lte? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Then, I ask unanimous consent that 
the business for next Monday, which is suspension day, b~ 
transferred to Thursday, so th~t the excise bill may be consid
ered on Monday as well as on Saturday. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDER
WOOD] asks unanimous consent that business in order, under the 
rule, for next Monday be transferred to Thursday. Is there 
objection! 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I object. 
The SPEAKER. Objection is made. 

ADJOURNMENT. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I mo\e that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 6 o'clock and 17 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Saturday, 
March 16, 1912, .at 12 o'clock noon. 

REPORTS OF COMl\IITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 -of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions were sev
erally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and re
ferred to the several calendars therein named, as follows: 

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas, from the Committee on Indian 
Affairs, to which was referred the bill ( S. 3686) authorizing 
the Secretary of the Interior to permit the Missouri, Kansas & 
Texas Coal Co. and the Eastern Ooal & Mining Co. to exchange 
certain lands embraced within their existing coal leases in the 
Ohoctaw and Dhickasaw Nation for other lands within said 
nation, reported the same without amendment, accompanied by 
a report (No. 417), which said bill and report were referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Afr. BURKE of South Dakota, from the Oommittee on In
dian Affairs, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 18661) to 
provide for an extension of payment of all unpaid payments due 
from homesteads on the Ooeur d'Alene Indian Reservation, as 
pro-vided for under an act of Oongress approved June 21, 1006, 
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 418), which said bill and report were referred to the Oom
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania, from the Oommittee on .Mili
tary Affairs, to which was referred the concurrent resolution 
(S. Oon. Res. 19) relating to the fiftieth anniversary of the 
battle of Gettysburg, reported the same without amendment, 
accompanied by a report (No. 419}, which said bill and report 
were referred to the Commmittee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. JAOOWAY, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (H. R. 45) affecting the town sites 
of Timber Lake and Dupree, in South Dakota, reported the same 
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 420), which 
said bill and report were referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Ml·. FERRIS, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to which 
was referred the bill (H. R. 1332) regulating Indian allotments 
disposed of by will, reported the same with amendment, accom
panied by- a '.report (No. 421), which said bill and report were 
referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Uni-0n. 

Mr. KNOWLAND, from the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 204 6) 
authorizing the construction of a bridge across the Willamette 
River at or near Newberg, Oreg., reported the same with amend
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 422), which said bill and 
report were referred to the House Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS, RE~OLUTIONS, AND l\fEMORIALS. 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXIT, bills, resolutions, and memo

rials were introduced and severally referred as follows : 
'By Mr. GRIEST: A bill (II. R. 21958) to exempt cigar manu

facturers from payment of internal-revenue taxes on cigars sup
plied employees for personal consumption; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HAY : A bill (H. R. 21959) to am~nd an act entitled 
"An act making appropriations for sundry civil expenses of the 
Government for the fiscal year 1901, and for other purpo es " ; 
to the Oommittee on Appropriations. 
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By Mr. DIES: A bill (H. R. 21960) to authorize the Port 

Arthur Pleasure Pier Co. to construct a bridge across the Sabine
Neches Canal in front of the town of Port Arthur; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By l\fr. KOPP: A bill (H. R. 21961) for tbe acquisition of a 
site and the erection of a building thereon at Lancaster, Wis.; 
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. . 

By Mr. SABATH : A bill ( H. R. 21962) to provide a system 
of compensation for injuries, resulting in disability or death, 
to employees of common carriers subject to the regulative power
of Congress, to civil employees of the United States Government, 
and for- other purposes-; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MALBY: A bill (H. R. 21963) to make Fort Coving
ton, N. Y., a subport of entry; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 21964) for the purchase of a site and the 
erection. thereon of a public building at Canton, N. Y.; to the 
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21965) for the purchase of a site and the 
erection thereon of a public building at Potsdam, N. Y.; to the 
Committee on ·Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21966) for the purchase of a site and the 
erection thereon of a public building at Saranac Lake, N. Y.; 
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. LOUD: A bill (H. R. 21967) to increase the pay of 
the secretary to the Admiral of th.e Navy; to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. · 

By Mr. YOUNG of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 21968) to fix the 
terms of the district coJI"t for the western district of l\fichiga.n; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By 1\Ir. ADAMSON: A bill (H. R. 21969) to provid~ for the 
opening, maintenance, protection, and operation of the Panama 
Canal, and the sanitation and government of the Canal Zone; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. SABATH: A bill (H. R. 21970) to provide for a trial 
by jury of persons charged with contempt; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 21971) to 
create a department of agriculture and labor in Porto Rico, 
the head of which shall be a member of the Executive Council 
of Porto Rico; to the Committee on Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 21972) authorizing 
an appropriation of $100,000 to defray the expenses of the Ohio
Columbus centennial celebration to be held on August 27, 1912, 
and continuing two weeks thereafter; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

By l\1r. LAFFERTY : A bill ( H. R. 22002) supplementing the 
joint resolution of Congress approved April 30, 1908, entitled 
"Joint resolution instructing the Attorney General to institute 
certain suits," etc.; to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By ~fr. HARRISON of Mississippi: Joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 271) directing the Secretary of War to permit emblems 
or insignias to be inscribed on monuments, tombstones, sla.bs, 
or markers in the national cemeteries of the United States; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. KOilBLY: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 272) relative 
to- the transfer of all books, maps, and other documents now 
in the possession of the National Monetary Commission; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. PETERS : l\femorial from the Massachusetts Legisla
ture, protesting against the removal or abolishment of the 
United States navy yard in the Charlestown district of the 
city of Boston, Mass.; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. CURLEY: Memorial from the Legislature of Massa
chusetts, protesting against the removal or abolishment of the 
United States navy yard in the Charlestown district of the city 
of Boston, Mass.; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. l\IURRAY: Memorial from the House of Representa
tives of Massachusetts, against the removal or abolishment of 
the United States navy yard in the Charlestown dish·ict in the 
city of Boston~ to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts: Memorial from the 
House of Representatives of Massachusetts, against the removal 
or abolishment of the United States navy yard in the Charles
town district in the city of Boston; to the Committee on Na val 
Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS Al~D RESOLUTIONS. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced nnd severally referred as follows: 
By ::.\Ir. ANDERSON of Ohio: A bill ( H. R. 21973) granting 

a pen. ion to John Quinn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 21974) granting an increase of pension to 

Philip Reiter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21975) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph Worthington; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21976) granting an increase of pension to 
Jacob W. Shoemaker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21977) granting an increase of pension to 
William Stevenson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21978) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel Williams; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21979) granting an increase of pension to 
James H. Buchanan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ASHBROOK: A bill (H. R. 21980) granting an in
crease of pension to Thomas U. Walker; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: A bill (H. R. 21981) granting a pension 
to Thomas Howey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DIFENDERFER: A bill (H. R. 21982) granting an 
increase of pension to Franklin B. Detwiler; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DONOHOE: A bill (H. R. 21983) retiring James J. 
O'Reilly, a clerk in the Frankford Arsenal, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By :Mr. GALLAGHER: A bill (H. R. 21984) granting an in
crease of pension to Peter J. Shanley; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 21985) granting :m increase of pension to 
James R. Hewlett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GOULD: A bill (H. R. 21986) granting a pension to 
Lurena A. White; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By :Mr. HAWLEY: A bill (H. R. 21987) granting an increase 
of pension to Delia R. Goss; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By l\Ir. HAYES: A bill (H. R. 21988) for the relief of John 
Brodie; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota: A bill (H. R. 21989) 
granting an increase of pension to George A. Howell; to the 
Oommittee on In valid Pensions. 

By Mr. PATTON of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 21990) . 
granting a. pension to Alfred N. Heard; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. REYBURN: A bill (H. R. 21991) granting a pension 
to Delia White.; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. ROUSE: A bill (H. R. 21992) granting a pension to 
Orla W. Robinson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
. Also,. a bill (H. R. 21993) granting an increase of pension to 
Emily L. Brown; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. n. 21994) granting an increase of pension to 
Francis l\I. Ryder; to the · Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 21995) granting an increase of pension to 
Addison Waggaman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RUCKER of Colorado : A bill (H. R. 21996) granting 
an increase of pension to Jacob Stevens; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By MT. RUSSELL: A bill (H. R. 21997) granting an increase 
of pension to Benjamin F. Williams; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. SIMS: A bill (H. R. 21998) for the relief of the legal 
representatives of T. E. Robison, deceased; to the Committee 
on War Claims. 

By 'Mr. SMITH of California: A bill (H. R. 21999) granting 
a pension to George Tillapaugh; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensioru1. 

By Mr. WHITE: A bill (H. R. 22000) granting an increase of 
pension to Otho M. Shipley; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. . 

By l\fr. WILLIS: A bill (H. R. 22001) granting an increase 
of pension to Thomas N. Maple; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. DAUGHERTY: A bill (H. R. 22003) granting an 
increase of pension to Clara W. Morgan; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GUERNSE:Y: A bill (H. R. 22004) granting an 
increase of pension to Seth J. Swanton; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WHITE: A bill (H. R. 22005) for the relief of Carl 
J. Lehnhard; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

PETITIONS, ETD. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 

on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
By :Mr. ANDERSON of Minnesota : Petition of Langlie-Olson

Fladager Co. and 10 others, of Lanesboro, l\Iinn., against ex
tension of parcel-post service; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

By· Mr. ASHBROOK: Petition of Samuel J. White and 
others, of New~.'k, Ohio, protesting against legislation tending 
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to prohibit interstate commerce in liquors; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Also, petitions of J. D. Bader, of Newark, and Louis Van 
Dennis, of Utica, Ill., for passage of House bill 20595, to amend 
the copyright act of 1909; to the Committee on Patents. 

By Mr. AYRES: Petition of Griffin Engineers Camp, No. 31, 
Department of New York, United Spanish War Veterans, for 
passage of House bill 17470; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, memorial of Branch No. 9, Socialists of the Bronx, in 
favor of woman suffrage; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By l\Ir. BARCHFELD: Petition of the Master Plumbers' As
sociation of Pittsburgh, Pa., in favor of reduction of postage on 
first-class mail matter; to the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. 

Also, petitions of the Men and Religion Forward Movement, 
of Duquesne, and the Methodist Episcopal Churches of Du
quesne and Lebanon, Pa., for passage of Kenyon-Sheppard in
terstate liquor bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BOWMAN: Petition of Grange No. 308, Patrons of 
Husbandry, of Wapwallopen, Pa., in opposition to the Lever 
oleomargarine bill; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Council No. 281, Junior Order United Amer
ican :Mechanics, in favor of the passage of House bill 1343; to 
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petitions of Harvey Eggleston, of Edwardsville; J. S. 
Thomas, of Plymouth; and Clark S. Chapin, of Shickshinny, Pa., 
for enactment of House bill 20595, amending the copyright act 
of 1909; to the Committee on Patents. 

By l\Ir. BURKE of Wisconsin : Petitions of citizens of the 
State of Wisconsin, protesting against passage of the Lever 
oleomargaiine bill (H. R. 18493) ; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

By Mr. BUTLER: Petitions of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church of Honey Brook, the Woman'& Christian Temperance 
Union of Kennett Square, and Allen African Methodist Episcopal 
Church, of Oxford, Pa., for passage of Kenyon-Sheppard inter
state liquor bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of citizens of Chester County, Pa., for parcel
post· legislation; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads. 

Also, petition of Grange No. 91, Patrons of Husbandry, for 
amending the oleomargarine laws; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

By Mr. CALDER: Petition of Nathan Leihson, of Brooklyn, . 
N. Y., for enactment of House bill 20595, amending the copy
right act of 1909; to the Committee on Patents. 

Also, petition of McKesson & Robbins, of New York City, for 
certain amendment to the proposed sugar schedule; to the Com
mittee on Ways and l\Ieans. 

By hlr. C.<\MPBELL: Petition of citizens of Coyville, Kans., 
for enactment of pnrcel-post legislation; to the Committee on 
the Post Office and Post Roads. 

Also, petition of citizens of the State of Kansas, for passage 
of Berger old-age pension bill; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By ~Ir. CLINE: Petitions of Joe Brokaw, of Angolo, and C. 
Freeland, of Fremont, Ind., for enactment of House bill 20595, 
amending the copyright act of 1909; to the Committee on 
Patents. 

Also, papers to accompany bills for relief of John Walter, 
Uriah Clark, Peter S. Hess, and James Hennessy (H. R. 21912, 
21913, 21914, and 21915) ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By ~ir. DANFORTH: Petitions of St. Anthony Benevolent 
Society, of Rochester, N. Y., and of Branch No. 131, Catholic 
l\Iutual Benefit Association, of Rochester, N. Y., relative to 
House resolution 216, calling upon the Secretary of the Interior 
for information as to Indian schools; to the Committee on In
dian Affairs. 

By Mr. DONOHOE: l\Iemorial of the board of directors of the 
Philadelphia Bonrse, for continuance of the Tariff Board; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, memorial of the board of directors of the Philadelphia 
Bourse, for passage of House bill 9242, providing for retirement 
of employees in the civil service; to the Committee on Reform 
in the Civil Service. 

By Ir. DANIEL A. DRISCOLL: Petitions of residents of 
Buffalo, N. Y., for enactment of House bill 20595, amending the 
copyright act of 1909 ; to the Committee on Patents. 

By Mr. ESCH: Memorial of the members of the St. Joseph 
Society and citizens of La Crosse, Wis., protesting against the 
attitude of the chairman of the House Committee on Indian 
Affairs regarding measures relating to Catholic Indian mission 
interests, and particularly his resolution of inquiry regarding 
Go•ernment institutions in which American citizens wearing the 
habit of various religious orders are employed, signed by S. 
Streicker, president, and C. B. Fries, recording secretary, with 
membership of 278; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Also, petition by John A. Sievert and 26 other dairymen and 
citizens of Withee, Wis., protesting against Lever oleomargarine 
bill (H. R. 18493) and favoring, in preference, the Haugen bill 
(H. R. 19338), except that provision which authorizes the· 
change of the name from oleomargarine to margarine; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Lars Nelson and 38 other dairymen and citi
zens, of Holmen, Wis., and vicinity, protesting against the Lever 
bill (H. R. 18493) and favoring the Haugen bill (H. R. 10338), 
except the provision to change the name of oleomargarine to 
margarin; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of G. H. Voight and 27 other dairymen and 
citizens, of Spokeville, Clark County, Wis., and of Spencer and 
Loyal, Wis., opposing the Lever oleomargarine bill ( H. R. 18493) 
and favoring the Haugen bill (H. R. 19338), except that provi
sion to change the name of oleomargarine to margarin ; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

Also. petition of Anton Nachtwey and 31 other citizens and 
dairymen, of Dorchester, Clark County, Wis., opposing the Lever 
oleomargarine bill ( H. R. 18493) and favoring, with the excep
tion of the provision to change name of oleomargarine to mar
garin, the Haugen bill (H. R. 19338) ; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

Also, petition of 0. A. Peterson and 12 other dairymen and 
citizens, of Dorchester, Clark County, Wis., opposing the Lever 
oleomargarine bill (H. R. 18493) and favoring, with exception 
of the provision to change tIJ.e name of oleomargarine to mar
garin, the Haugen bill (H. R. 19338) ; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

By Mr. FLOYD of Arkansas: Papers to accompany bill for 
the relief of James Fanning (H. R. 11250); to the Committee on 

.Military Affairs. 
By Mr. FOCHT: Petition of citizens of Laurelton, Pa., for 

amending the present oleomargarine laws; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. FHANCIS: Petitions of citizens of Steubenville and 
Jefferson County, Ohio, for parcel-post legislation; to the Com
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. FORNES: Petition of McKesson & Robbins, of New 
York City, for certain amendment to the proposed sugar sched
ule; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Camp No. 10, Department of New York, 
United Spanish War Veterans, in favor of passage of House 
bill 17470; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petition of citizens of Toronto, Ohio, for passage of 
Berger old-age pension bi11; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petition of citizens of Flushing, Ohio, for passnge of 
Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor bill; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By l\fr. FRENCH: Petitions of citizens of the State of Idaho, 
urging passage of old-age pension bill; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

Also, petition of citizens of Bonner County, Idaho, for passage 
of Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor bill; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By l\Ir. FULLER: Petition of Nelson Bros., of Rockford, Ill., 
favoring the passage of tlle Townsend bill (H. R. 20595) to 
amend section 25 of the copyright' act of 1909; to the Committee 
on Patents. 

Also, petition of H. S. Hosler, of Streator, Ill., favoring the 
passage of House bill 17470, to pension widows of Spanish War 
veterans; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petition of Nelson :Morley, of Yorkville, Ill., favoring 
the passage of Kenyon-Sheppard bill, relating to interstate-com
merce shipments of intoxicati-0.g liquor; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Ottawa Deutsche Unterhaltungs Verein, of 
Ottawa, Ill., in opposition to the passage of pending prohibition 
or interstate-commerce liquor measures; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Larkin Co., of Buffalo, N. Y., in favor of the 
passage of the Sulzer parcel-post bill; to the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads. 

Also, petition of Rockford Merchants and Business Men's 
Association, of Rockford, Ill., fa•oring 1-cent letter postage 
and against the exten ion of the parcel-post service, etc. ; to the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By 1ifr. GARD~"'"ER of New Jersey: Petitions of owners and 
managers of moving-picture theaters in the second congressional 
district of New Jersey, favoring House bill 20595, to amend the 
copyright act of 1909; to the Committee on Patents. 

Also, petitions of individuals and church and other organiza
tions in the second congressional district of New Jersey, faYoring 
passage of tlle Kenyon-Sheppard bill; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
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- By Mr. GARNER: Peti.tion of citizens of Floresville, Tex.., 
for enactment of House bill 14, providing for a general parcel
.Post service; to. the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads.. 

By Mr. GOOD: Petition of citizens of Cedar Rapids, Iowa, 
asking that one battleship fie constructed in. a. Guvernment navy 
yard; to the Committee on Naval Afl'.airs-. 

Also, petition of the Woman's Christian Temperance Union 
of Cedar Rapids, Iowa, for passage of Kenyon-Sheppard inter
state liquor bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary . 

..Also, petitions of citizens of the State of Iowa, protesting 
against enactment of the Lever oleomargarine bill; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. GRIEST: Petitions of the Woman's Christian Tem
perance Union of Ephrata and Young- Men's Christirul Associa
tion of Lane.aster, Pa., for passage of Kenyon-Sheppard inter
state liquor IJ.ill; to the- Committee on the Judiciary. 

By l\Ir. HAl\ILIN: Petitions of citizens or- the State of Mis
souri protesting gninst the Lever oleomargarine bill; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. H:AMMOi\"D: Petition of P. J. Ward and athers, of 
Murray County, Minn.., protesting ugain.s.t the Lever olem:run:
gnrine bill ; to tlre Committee on Agricultm-e. 

By l\Ir. HAilUIS: Petitions of the- Baptistr Methodist Episco
pal, and Seeond CongregatioMl Churches and the Woman's 
Christ.irui Temperance Unhm of Attleboro, Mass_, for passage 
of Kenyon-Sheppard inte-:rstate liquor b-ill; t(} the Committee- on 
the Judiciary. 

By ~Irr HAYE : Petitions of c:itiz-ens of the State or Cali
fornia, favorillg the building of one- battleship in a Government 
navy yard ; to the- Committee on Naval Affail's. 

Al , petitions of the First Methodist Church of :Boolder 
Creek, Cal. ; l\fr. and Mrs. A. C. Covert, of Los Gatos, Cal.~ the 
Woman's Christi:m Tempertt.Ilce Union of Los Gatos, Cal.; 
Methodist Chn.rc-h of Santa Clara, Cal.; nnd the Chr:istimI Enr 
dea.vo:r- Society of the Methodist Episcopal Church o.f :Bo-ulde:r 
Creek, Cal., favoring the passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard inter
state liquo-r bill; to the Committee- on. the .Iudiciru:y. 

By Mr. HENRY o-f Connecticut: Petition of the Baptist 
Church of Stalford Springs., Conn., favoring the- Kenyon-shep~ 
pard bill; to the- Committee on the Judiciary. 

Al o, memorial of Connecticut Dairymen's Association,. fa:vor
ing imrcel-pust legislation ; to the- Committee- on_ the Post Office 
and Post Roads. 

Also, memor:ia.1 of Connecticut Daicymen.'s Association,. pro
teBting against the repeal of the oleomargarine Iaw; to. the Com
mittee on Agricultnre. 

By Mr. HENSLEY : Petitions of Harry El Miller, Idle Hour 
Theater, Festns, 1\10.; Lr H. J"ones., Fairyland Theater, Hercula
neum, Mo. ; T. V. Brown, Amusement Theater, Farmington, 
Mo.; and J. S. Jarna~ City Hall Theater~ Knob Lick, Mo., 
favoring House bill 20695, to amend section. 25 o:f the- copyright 
act of 1909; to the Committee on Fa ten.ts. 

By Mr. HINDS: Petitions of the Woman's Missionary So
ciety of North Berwick, the Woman's Christian Temperance 
Union of Lebanon. and Cumberland District Lodge, No. 4, In
dependent Order of Good Templar ,. of Poctland, Me.., urging leg
islation to restrict the interstate traffic .in intoxicating liquors; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also. memorial of Green :Mountain Pomona Grange, of Han
cock, l\ie., for parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey: Petition of residents of 
Ramsey, N. J., for enactment of House bill 16819; to the Com
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

Also, memorinl of New Jersey Chapter of the American rnsti
trrte of Architects, for a Lincoln memorial as recommended by 
the National Fine Arts Commission; to the Committee on the 
Lib-rary. 

By Mr. JACOWAY: Petition of Lellard Gould and others, of 
Little Rock, Ark. for passage oi Berger old-:ige pension bill; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

B. i\.Ir. KINKEAD of New Jersey: Petition of New Jersey 
Chapter of the American Institute of Architects, for a Lincoln 
memorial as recommended by the National Fine Arts Commis
sion; to the Committee on the Library. 

By l\Ir. LINDSAY: Petition of Tompkins County Pomona 
Grunge, in favor of the Lever bill; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

Also, petition of International Associfttion of Machinists,. Dis· 
trict Lodge No. 15, favoring building a battleship at the Brook
lyn Navy Yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. LLOYD : Petition. of citizens of Macon County, Mo., 
for parcel-post legislation.; to the Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Roads. 

Also, petition of citizens: of New Cambria, Mo., protesting 
against parcel-post legislation; to. the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads-. 

By fr. LOUD: Petition of Post No. 44, Grand Army of the 
Republic, of Averill, Mich.~ protesting against passage of Senate 
bill 4652, for- relief of certain Confederate officers; to the Com
mittee on War Claims. 

BJT Mr. McKENZIE: Petition of the Womarrs Christian 
Temperance Union of Leaf River, Ill., for passage of Kenyon.
Sheppard interstate liquor bill; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. -

Also, petitions of citizens of the State of Illinois, protesting 
against tlie Lever oleomargarine- bill ~ to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

Als-o, memorial of committee of wholesale groc-ers, relative to 
tariff on sugar; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McKINNEY: Petition <>f tire Methodist Episcop~I 
Church of Hillsdale, ill, for pa ~age of Kenyon-Sheppard in
terstate liquor bill; to the Committee 011 the-Judici-ary. 

By fifr. MADDEJN: Petition of Post No. 91, Department of 
Illinois, Grand Army of' the Republic, for a Lineoln memorial 
highway; to the Committee on the LibFary. 

By l\Ir. 1\IALBY: Petitions of granges of Patrons of Hus
b:mdry, against repeal of. tax on oleomru·garine; to the Com
mittee on A.gi"iculture. 

By Mr. l\1ARTIN of South Dakota.: Petition of citizens <rf 
Clark County, S. Dak., for parcel-post legislation and repeal of 
the Canadian reciprocity treaty; to the Committee on the Post 
Office- and Post Roads. 

By 1'1r. l\IOTr : Petition of Tompkins County Pomona Grange,. 
Patrons of Husbandry, of Itha.ca, N~ Y-.,. .against the Lever bill; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also~ memorial of the Chamber <Jf Commerc:e of the State 
of New York,_ relative- to tolls on . the- Panama Canal; to the 
Committee on Tu:te:rstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. PATTON of Pennsylv:mia: Petition of' Grange No. 
114(). Patrons. of Husbandry, for amending the laws governing 
the traffic in oleomargarine ; to the C<rmmittee on Agriculture.. 

By- Mr. RANSDELL of Loui iana: Petitions of citizens of 
Monroe and Reyville-,, La., far passage of KenyO:fl-Sheppard. in
terstate-liqu01~ bill; to the C@m.mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RE.ILLY:.. Petition of Leaver & Bushy, of Meriden.: 
Conn"T for enactment of. House bill 20595, amending the e.opy-· 
right aet of 1909 ; to the Committee on Patents. 

By Mr. REYBURN: Petition o! the Central Labor Union. of 
Philadelphia, Pa., for enactment of House bill 11372; to the 

· Cummittee on the 1\ferchant l\farine and Fisheries. 
By Mr. SCULLY: Petition ·of New Je.irsey Chapter of the 

American Institute of Architects, for a Lincoln memorial as 
recommended by the National Fine Arts: Commission; to the 
Committee on the Library. 

Also, petitions of G~ L. Sruiford, of Lakewood, and William 
Brown.,. o.f Perth Amboy, N~ J:., for enactment of House bill: 
20595, amending the oopyright act of 1909 ; to the Committee on 
Patents. 

By Mr. SIMS:. PetiUon of citizens of Carroll County,. Tenn.,. 
for enactment of an effective- interstate liquor" law; to. the Com
mittee on the .Judiciary_ 

By 1\.b. STEPHENS of California.~ Petition of the First. Bap
tist Church of ilivina, Cal.,. :for passage of Kenyon-Shep:pard in~ 
terstate liquor bill; to the Comruitte~ on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of G!itizens of the county of Los Angeles, Cal., 
for enactment of House bill 13500, a.mending the present immi• 
gration. laws;. to the Committee en Immigration a.nd Naturaliza
tion. 

By M:r-~ TUTTLE: Memorrnl of New Jersey Chapter of the 
American. Institute of Architects, faTo.ring erection. of memorial 
to Abraham Lincoln on site on l\Iall recommended by National 
Fine Arts Commission;. to the. Committee on the-Library. 

Also, petitions of Howell & MeDavit, o:f Dover, N. J., and of 
M. J~ Wycsoff, of l\Iorristown, ~. :J...,. fa>oring House- bill 20595, 
to amend section 25 o.f the copyright ac.t of 19.09 ; to the Com
mittee- on Patents. 

By Mr. VOLSTEAD: Petition of citizens o:.f Glenwood, Minn., 
for ~gula.tiou of express rates ru:liL classifications; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and F<rreign_ Commerce. 

.Also, petition ot a Catholic society of St. Leo, Minn., in regnrd 
to measures relating to Catholic Irulian mission interests; to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Also, petition. of citiz.ens o.f the State of Minnesota, protesting 
against parcel-post legislation·. to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. WILLIS : Papers to accompany House bill 21696,. for 
th~ relief of John Hendershott; to the Committee on In-valid 
Pensions. 
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